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The purpose of our research is to look for theoretical and empirical evidence of the trend 
towards the integration of quality management in universities. We understand integration as 
the development of quality management as part of organisations’ global management 
systems, covering different processes, organisational levels and quality management 
principles. Our main purpose is operationalised in four specific goals, which aim to understand 
whether: i) there is a trend in the literature towards the integration of quality management in 
higher education; ii) the European Standards and Guidelines (ESG) is an integrative quality 
management model; iii) the ESG are important and are being implemented in universities; and 
iv) universities are developing their quality management systems in an integrated manner. 
Our research is developed in four main stages, corresponding to four main research goals, 
which we answer using different methodological approaches, developed in four research 
papers. We triangulate multiple sources of data: quantitative and qualitative, using different 
methodological strategies: survey and case study, different data collection techniques: 
systematic literature review, questionnaire and semi-structured interview; and different data 
analysis techniques: content analysis and descriptive and inferential statistics. 
The literature seems to be approaching quality management in an integrated way but has to 
define the next step in the drive for a ‘total’ and effective integrative approach to higher 
education quality management. The ESG do not seem to effectively integrate all the core 
processes of universities and to be a systemic quality management model. The Portuguese 
academics have, however, positively ‘welcomed’ the ESG, consider that they are important and 
that they are to a large extent being implemented in their universities. Universities show 
positive signs of quality management integration but they still have some way to go to reach 
full integration. 
This is an innovative study, which highlights a trend in quality management in higher 
education: that of integration, and it offers theoretical and empirical evidence as to the level 
and extent of the phenomenon. 





O objetivo da presente investigação é procurar evidência teórica e empírica da tendência para 
a integração da gestão da qualidade nas universidades. A integração é entendida como o 
desenvolvimento da gestão da qualidade enquanto parte dos sistemas de gestão das 
organizações, cobrindo diferentes processos, níveis organizacionais e os princípios da gestão 
da qualidade. O objetivo central da investigação é operacionalizado em quatro objetivos 
específicos, que se traduzem em compreender se: i) há uma tendência na literatura para a 
integração da gestão da qualidade no ensino superior; ii) os European Standards and 
Guidelines (ESG) constituem um modelo de gestão da qualidade integrado; iii) os European 
Standards and Guidelines são importantes e estão a ser implementados nas universidades; iv) 
as universidades estão a desenvolver os seus sistemas de gestão da qualidade de um modo 
integrado.  
A presente investigação é desenvolvida em quatro etapas principais, correspondendo a quatro 
objetivos de investigação, aos quais se respondem usando diferentes abordagens 
metodológicas, desenvolvidas em quatro artigos. São triangulados diferentes fontes de dados: 
quantitativas e qualitativas, diferentes estratégias metodológicas: inquérito e estudo de caso; 
diferentes técnicas de recolha de dados: revisão sistemática de literatura, questionário e 
entrevista semi-estruturada; e diferentes técnicas de tratamento de dados: análise de 
conteúdo e diferentes técnicas estatísticas.   
A literatura parece estar a abordar a gestão da qualidade de um modo integrado mas terá 
ainda que definir o próximo passo para uma abordagem integrada ‘total’ e eficaz ao ensino 
superior. Os ESG não integram eficazmente  todos os processos das universidades e não são 
um modelo de gestão da qualidade sistémico. Os académicos portugueses estão, contudo, a 
‘acolher’ positivamente os ESG, consideram que eles são importantes e que estão, até certo 
ponto, a ser implementados nas suas universidades. As universidades apresentam também 
sinais positivos de integração da gestão da qualidade mas ainda não atingiram a integração 
total. 
Este é um estudo inovador, que destaca uma tendência na gestão da qualidade no ensino 
superior: a tendência de integração, e oferece evidência teórica e empírica, bem como o nível 
e extensão do fenómeno. 




Chapter 1. Introduction  
Concerns with quality in higher education are not new, however it was mainly since the late 
1980s that the logic of accountability became inseparable from the higher education sector 
and the concerns with quality became more visible and relevant for the universities, the 
government and the society as whole. The demands for economic efficiency given resource 
constraints; the increasing role of market regulation; the “erosion of trust” in universities 
associated with the new managerialism and the new public management (Massy, 2003); and 
the massification within the higher education sector, led to the need of universities to justify 
the expenditure of public funds and to demonstrate ‘value for money’ (Deem, 1998; Rosa & 
Amaral, 2007).  
Similarly “academics are encouraged ‘to do more with less’ and be more accountable for 
scarce resources” (Becket & Brookes, 2008, p. 46). The pressures come both from outside and 
inside of universities. Externally the pressures are exerted by funding bodies and external 
quality assurance agencies. Internally, the pressures are exerted by managers and 
administrators on academics and non-academic staff in universities (Deem, 1998). 
Accordingly, at an European level, European entities, such as the European Association for 
Quality Assurance in Higher Education – ENQA (2015), have developed standards and 
guidelines for external and internal quality assurance (particularly, the Standards and 
Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area, ESG) in order to 
foster their development and implementation national and institutionally. 
At a national level, “supra-institutional quality assurance schemes” have been developed and 
implemented, once external entities started to require them, and accreditation has arisen 
(Westerheijden, Hulpiaub, & Waeytens, 2007). 
At an institutional level, emphasis has being put on developing internal quality management 
systems and on ensuring that the accreditation of the study programmes and of the internal 
quality management systems of universities is achieved (Westerheijden et al., 2007).  
Simultaneously, the developments in European higher education towards the setting-up of 
quality management models and of internal quality management systems in universities seem 
to indicate a trend towards the integration of quality management in higher education 
(Manatos, Sarrico, & Rosa, 2015), if one assumes integration as the development of quality 
management practices which are part of organisations’ global management systems, covering 
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different processes and organisational levels while including the implementation of a whole 
set of principles that underlies the definition of quality management. 
The need for quality management integration in higher education has, in fact, been underlined 
in the literature, since “quality management must be driven by clearly defined goals and 
strategic plans and must be planned and managed with the same (...) thoroughness as any 
other organisational strategy” (Horine & Hailey, 1995, p. 16). Therefore, universities are 
expected to closely weave quality management initiatives into the strategic plans of 
institutions (Cruickshank, 2003). 
Taking into account the evolution noticed in quality management in higher education, which 
seems to lead to the integration of quality management, the overall goal of our work is to look 
for theoretical and empirical evidence of the trend towards the integration of quality 
management in universities. Hence, our research question is: how far is there theoretical and 
empirical evidence of a trend towards quality management integration in universities? Our 
main goal is operationalised in four specific goals. Our goals are then to understand: i) whether 
there is a trend in the literature towards the integration of quality management in higher 
education; ii) whether the reference quality management model for European higher 
education institutions (European Standards and Guidelines, Part 1) is an integrative quality 
management model; iii) how do academics perceive the European Standards and Guidelines’ 
importance and implementation; and iv) whether universities are developing integrative 
quality management systems.  
In order to fulfil our goals, our research was conducted in four sequential stages, each one of 
them intended to answer one of the following research questions: 
1. In the first stage, we aim to understand how the literature is approaching quality 
management in higher education and whether there is a trend towards an integrative 
approach. A systematic literature review around the topic of integration of quality 
management in higher education is developed. Our thesis statement is that the quality 
management literature is evolving towards the idea of integration, and it is increasingly 
presenting and discussing broad and holistic approaches to quality, which are well integrated 
into their management and governance framework.  
2. After exploring the literature approach to quality management in higher education and 
comprehending whether there is a trend towards the idea of integration, in the second stage 
we analyse one of the reference models for the European universities developing quality 
management systems: the European Standards and Guidelines. The second paper aims to 
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understand whether the Standards and Guidelines for Internal Quality Assurance are a truly 
integrated quality management model.  
3. After theoretically analysing the European Standards and Guidelines and understanding 
whether it represents an integrative quality management model, the third stage analyses how 
the seven standards and corresponding guidelines for internal quality assurance are being 
understood and implemented in universities based on academics’ perceptions. We believe 
that it is important to understand how one of the main groups of actors in the quality 
management systems of universities – the academics –  are welcoming and reacting to the 
practices that are established in the European Standards and Guidelines, and if they perceive 
their universities to be implementing those practices.  
4. After a particular focus on the reference model for the implementation of quality 
management systems in European universities, in the last stage of our research, we look for 
empirical evidence that universities are developing their different quality management 
systems comprehensively and integrating them in their broader governance and 
management systems, covering different processes, organisational levels and the principles 
of quality management.  
This is an innovative study, which highlights a trend in quality management in higher 
education: that of integration, and it offers theoretical and empirical evidence as to the level 
and extent of the phenomenon. 
1.1. Quality management in higher education: particularities and challenges   
The concern with quality in higher education gave rise to the discussion about the applicability 
of quality management principles, concepts, tools and models from business, and mostly from 
the manufacturing industry, to the context of public services, including higher education.  
Quality is a multidimensional and complex construct, and consequently we “should not aim at 
a single definition of quality” and recognise “the multi-dimensional nature of quality” (Sousa & 
Voss, 2002, p. 95).  
The assumption that applying the principles of quality management to all activities would 
result in considerably improved quality led to the development of a strategic and holistic 
approach to quality management, labelled Total Quality Management (Munro-Faure & Munro-
Faure, 1992; Watson & Howarth, 2011). Total Quality Management, theoretically grounded in 
Deming’s 14 points (1986), Juran’s trilogy (1988) and Crosby’s 14 steps (1979), has made its 
way, firstly, in industrial systems and other business settings worldwide, and later on, in the 
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public sector, namely in education. Total quality management can be understood as a 
systematic approach to the planning and management of activities, characterised by the 
definition of some general and inspiring guiding principles and core concepts that represent 
the way the organisation is expected to operate in order to obtain high performance 
(Campatelli, Citti, & Meneghin, 2011; Munro-Faure & Munro-Faure, 1992). Sherr and Lozier 
(1991, p. 6) highlight also that total quality management “is not a passive descriptive term but 
an energetic activity (…) of continuous process improvement.” 
Currently, there is a broad consensus that the notion of quality management rests on seven 
principles: i) focus on customers, their needs and requirements; ii) leadership and its role in 
establishing purpose and direction inside the organisation; iii) engagement of the people in the 
organisation; iv) process approach regarding all the activities and resources of the organisation 
and their management as interrelated processes that function as a coherent system; v) 
improvement as permanent objective of the organisation; vi) evidence-based and informed 
decisions; and vii) focus on the management of the relationships with the external 
stakeholders of the organisation (ISO, 2015).  
The benefits and limitations of the applicability of quality management and its principles to the 
public sector, namely to higher education, as well the best ways to achieve quality in public 
services have been controversial topics of debate (Owlia & Aspinwall, 1996). The literature 
points out limitations related to the specificities of the education sector, but also favourable 
implications of the use of quality management models in higher education (Houston, 2010; 
Rosa, Sarrico, & Amaral, 2012; Srikanthan & Dalrymple, 2005; Venkatraman, 2007).  
The higher education context has particularities which influence the way quality is approached 
and managed. The notion of quality, which is generally controversial and non-consensual can 
be particularly problematic when applied to higher education.  
In higher education, quality is a relative concept, since it means different things to different 
stakeholders: students, teaching and non-teaching staff, employers, government, funding 
agencies, accreditors, auditors and assessors (Becket & Brookes, 2006; Harvey & Green, 1993; 
Houston, 2007; Sarrico, Rosa, Teixeira, & Cardoso, 2010).  
The different notions of quality highlighted by Harvey and Green (1993) can be a good example 
of how special higher education can be when we think about quality. According to Harvey and 
Green (1993) there are different conceptualisations of quality, which can be grouped into five 
interrelated ways of thinking about quality: quality as exceptional, as perfection (or 
consistency), as fitness for purpose, as value for money and as transformative. The exceptional 
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notion of quality is linked with the notion of distinctiveness, excellence and conformance to 
standards. The view of quality as perfection or consistency means conformity with 
specifications with zero defects and getting things right first time. Here, notions of zero defects 
and getting things right first time involves a philosophy of prevention and responsibility 
embodied in the culture of quality, in which everybody is involved. The approach to quality as 
fitness for purpose suggests that quality only has meaning in relation to the purpose of the 
product or service. The notion of quality as value for money is focused on quality products and 
services at reduced costs. Finally, the transformative view of quality is rooted in the notion of 
qualitative change (Harvey & Green, 1993).  
All these notions of quality have particular implications when applied to the higher education 
context. The notion of quality as exceptional presents limitations when applied to higher 
education since both excellence and compliance to standards imply that the quality of a 
service can be defined in terms of standards that are measurable and quantifiable, which is 
sometimes difficult in the case of higher education (Harvey & Green, 1993),  
The view of quality as consistency, zero defects and ‘getting things right first time’ do not 
exactly fit the higher education context, since higher education is not about delivering 
specifications in as perfect as possible way, but “encouraging the analytical and critical 
development of students” (Harvey & Green, 1993).  
The notion of quality as fitness for purpose, linked to the notion of meeting customers’ 
requirements, also raises problems in the educational setting.  
First, the notion of customer is problematic in higher education (O'Mahony & Garavan, 2012). 
It raises the question of who the customers are in higher education. Are they the students, the 
employers, the other internal stakeholders, the government, society at a large? Consequently, 
depending on the customer, the requirements, the needs and the expectations differ. Another 
difficulty arises from the dynamic and interactive nature of higher education, where students 
are simultaneously prime customers, suppliers, co-processors and products (Owlia & 
Aspinwall, 1996).  
Second, the customer is not always able to specify what is required. Thus, the specifications 
are not only determined by the customer, but also by the provider. In this manner, quality can 
be defined in terms of the institution fulfilling its own purposes and mission (Harvey & Green, 




The notion of quality as value for money in higher education is in turn more and more related 
to the use performance indicators to monitor universities’ efficiency and effectiveness, as the 
pressures for accountability rise. Notwithstanding, according to O’Mahony and Garavan (2012, 
p. 187) there is a conflict between quality for accountability and quality of learning, which can 
lead to an “over-focus on the implementation of processes that do not address a central issue: 
what is the quality of learning?” Often quality management systems in higher education have a 
major focus on quality for accountability purposes, while ignoring the quality of teaching, 
learning and research, which should be at the centre of any quality management system. 
Finally, the notion of quality as transformative raises issues about the importance of a product-
centred notion of quality, especially in higher education. Unlike other services, in higher 
education the process of transformation is not unidirectional, but a dialectical and negotiated 
process. This happens for example in research, where “the provider does not just produce new 
knowledge in a vacuum but is involved in transforming a given body of knowledge for 
particular purposes”. Therefore, education is an “ongoing process of transformation”, aiming 
to enhance and empower the “consumer” (Harvey & Green, 1993). Hence, the complicated, 
dynamic and intangible nature of the educational product is one of the reasons why quality is 
hard to manage (Becket & Brookes, 2008; Owlia & Aspinwall, 1996; Venkatraman, 2007).  
Other particularities of higher education institutions, which differentiate them from the 
organisations from the business sector and even from other organisations from the public 
sector, make their management of quality particularly challenging. 
Universities are traditionally fragmented and loosely coupled organisations (Cohen, March, & 
Olsen, 1972; Orton & Weick, 1990; Weick, 1976). According to Clark, universities have a loosely 
coupled structure because their primary production material is knowledge (Clark, 1983). They 
are characterised by “causal indeterminacy” and “unclear means-ends connections”; 
“fragmentation of external environment”, due to “dispersed stimuli or incompatible 
expectations”; and “fragmentation of internal environment”, where the participants are 
“constantly involved in every dimension of the organisation’s operations” (Orton & Weick, 
1990).  
Moreover, there is a conflict between accountability, control and regulation, one the one 
hand, and professional autonomy and collegiality, on the other hand; and between learning 
improvement and bureaucratic control (Hoecht, 2006). Regarding these ‘apparent’ conflicts, 
Hoecht (2006, p. 556) underlines that “accountability and professional autonomy do not have 
to be polar opposites. A glance at the critical writings on quality management shows that it can 
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be tailored to promote learning and innovation rather than bureaucratic control. It also does 
not have to undermine professional autonomy.” 
The specific characteristics of higher education often drive sceptic positions, not only regarding 
the use of quality management models in higher education, but also, ‘management’ in a 
broader sense. In fact, the literature on the study of quality in higher education has mainly 
been based on sociology, educational science, political science or psychology, and less on 
management (Amaral & Magalhães, 2007). It tends to avoid reference to management, using 
terms as ‘quality assurance’ rather than ‘quality management’ which is rather odd from the 
point of view of the field of quality management research, as it reduces the scope of quality 
management to its assurance component. For instance, the European Standards and 
Guidelines (ENQA, 2015, p. 7) specifically highlight that “the term ‘quality assurance’ is used 
(…) to describe all activities within the continuous improvement cycle (i.e. assurance and 
enhancement activities).” Similarly, Bowden and Ference (1998) designate “the activities 
defined by the terms ‘quality improvement’, ‘evaluation’, ‘follow-up’, ‘quality assessment’, 
‘quality audit’, ‘quality control’ and ‘quality management’” as part of a “organization’s quality 
assurance system”. Other terms as ‘customer’ and ‘market’ also find resistance from some 
authors, who argue that they are only applicable to the business context (Owlia & Aspinwall, 
1996). 
According to the quality management literature, quality management embraces different 
‘components’ or ‘dimensions’, such as planning, control, assurance and improvement (ISO, 
2015; Watson & Howarth, 2011). Quality assurance relates to the planning and development 
of formal activities and managerial processes in an attempt to achieve the desired objectives. 
Hence, quality assurance includes all the planned and systematic actions which guarantee that 
a certain product or service will meet certain requirements (ISO, 2015). It does not integrate 
however, other components of quality management, such as continuous improvement (Elassy, 
2015; Kerzner, 2009; Watson & Howarth, 2011). 
The debate about the applicability of quality management tools to higher education has shown 
that its implementation could be a complex, or even a “herculean but potentially beneficial 
task if the implementation process is effectively undertaken” (O'Mahony & Garavan, 2012, p. 
185). Rather than attempting to reduce complexity and provide universal solutions, the most 
important challenge throughout is: a critical thinking of quality and improvement (Houston, 
2010); the adaptation and interpretation instead of a direct translation of the quality 
management models (Venkatraman, 2007); and the design of quality models in a language that 
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is “familiar to the culture of higher education” and which “could be adaptable to the mission” 
of universities (ENQA, 2009, pp. 16, 17). According to Houston (2010, p. 179), it is important to 
make commitments which “resonate with key ideas of higher education and (…) capture 
essential characteristics for achieving enhancement, rather than just monitoring, of quality in 
higher education.” 
Despite the criticisms, there is a raising awareness of the potential benefits from the 
application of quality management principles to higher education. Principles such as 
continuous improvement, participation of internal stakeholders, satisfaction of customer 
needs and expectations and the existence of management procedures that reinforce quality, 
would be consensually considered relevant within the higher education context (Rosa, Saraiva, 
& Diz, 2005; Tarí & Dick, 2016; Williams, 1993). 
The different methodologies and techniques embraced in the general philosophy of total 
quality management, which are used for different quality management activities, can be 
considered for application in the education area, since they all provide data and information 
that are essential for effective decision-making (Owlia & Aspinwall, 1996). As the authors state 
“the human-dominated nature of education cannot overshadow the necessity of informed 
decisions” (Owlia & Aspinwall, 1996, p. 163).  
It seems that in recent years there has been an evolution in the quality debate in higher 
education. The increasing influence of both internal and external quality assurance and the 
development of national quality assurance systems have contributed to mitigate extreme 
positions and despite the predominance of the ‘quality assurance’ discourse, the references to 
quality management in higher education are currently common.  
Even when the term is absent, its essence is present, when the importance of “creating and 
consolidating a bridge from assurance to a culture of improvement” is underlined (Houston, 
2010, p. 178). After all, more than the mere assurance of quality, the development of a 
comprehensive and integrative quality culture and the continuous improvement of quality are 
inherent characteristics and aims of quality management.  
1.2. Setting up quality management systems in universities: the developments 
in Europe and in Portugal 
Under the umbrella of the “new public management” (Ferlie, Ashburner, Fitzgerald, & 
Pettigrew, 1996; Flynn & Strehl, 1996; Hood, 2000; Pollitt & Bouchaert, 2011), the “new 
managerialism” (Clarke, Gewirtz, & McLaughlin, 2000; Deem & Brehony, 2005; Newman & 
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Clarke, 1994) and the “evaluative state” (Neave, 1998), the organisation, the governance, the 
management, the funding and the social and public relevance of higher education have been 
changing since the late 1980s. The public relevance of higher education and the new social 
expectations on higher education, combined with concerns about its efficiency, effectiveness 
and quality are, from then on, what guide public policy making in higher education. In this 
context, the state has a proactive role in higher education, continually responding to the 
changing environment in the sector (Gornitzka, Kyvik, & Stensaker, 2005).  
Hence, the ‘new public management’ defines new forms of administrative orthodoxy about 
how public services, including higher education, are run and regulated (Deem & Brehony, 
2005; Hood, 1995). Similarly, the term ‘new managerialism’ is understood as “an ideological 
configuration of ideas and practices recently brought to bear on public service organisation, 
management and delivery, often at the behest of governments or government agencies” 
(Deem & Brehony, 2005, p. 219). 
“It is important, however, to make a distinction between managerialism as an ideology for the 
strategic change of public services and the need to give higher education institutions a more 
flexible and effective administration (…) without assuming determinant roles in defining the 
institution’s goals and strategies” (Rosa et al., 2005, p. 205). The new managerialism should 
simply provide institutions with the tools to a more effective management and governance, 
maintaining their norms and traditions (Amaral, Magalhães, & Santiago, 2003; Meek, 2003; 
Rosa et al., 2005; Trow, 1994). 
The term “evaluative state” is associated with the increasing institutional autonomy and with 
the growing influence of market mechanisms in the regulation and governance of universities, 
leading to an extensive accountability and scrutiny of universities’ activity (Neave, 1998; 
Sarrico et al., 2010). It designates the “evaluation of what higher education is doing, how it is 
doing it, at what cost and with what results achieved” and the “increasing reliance on 
procedures of 'exploratory evaluation' and attempts by dint of wholesale legislation to place 
the university on a new footing, to regulate access, curricular content, internal governance”  
(Neave, 1998, pp. 265, 268).   
Irrespective of the designation or label used and of the fundamental differences between 
them, they represent “a move to devolved management of public services and their 
marketisation, accompanied paradoxically by both greater state regulation and fragmentation 
of service delivery” (Deem & Brehony, 2005, p. 220). According to Sarrico and colleagues 
(2010, p. 39), despite the “rhetoric that favours market regulation and the reduction of state 
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intervention”, we observe a “de facto increase of intervention by the state”, which should 
assure that universities, while competing in a market-like environment, are more responsive, 
more effective and more efficient (Amaral & Magalhães, 2001; Larsen, Maassen, & Stensaker, 
2009; Magalhães, Veiga, Ribeiro, & Amaral, 2013). On the one hand, the increased role of 
markets (or quasi-markets), as a regulation mechanism for higher education, leads to a 
reinforced autonomy of universities “allowing them to have some ‘market-like’ freedom as 
providers of higher education and strengthening the degree of institutional competition in the 
system” (Sarrico et al., 2010, p. 38). On the other hand, to borrow from Magalhães and 
colleagues (2013, p. 248), it also leads to a “stronger and potentially more intrusive 
relationship between state and higher education institutions”, and, consequently, to the 
development by governments of new mechanisms of control and monitoring of universities’ 
activities (Dill & Soo, 2004; Sarrico et al., 2010; Sarrico, Veiga, & Amaral, 2013a). 
Hence, national governments in Europe have explored new modes of governing higher 
education, inspired by the new public management and the new managerialism, but also 
influenced by intergovernmental agreements, more directly linked to higher education, such as 
the Bologna process (1999), and by supranational reform initiatives, broadly related to the 
knowledge-based economy, as the Lisbon agenda (2000) (Stensaker, Frølich, Gornitzka, & 
Maassen, 2008). 
The process of academic standardisation and, more generally, the new reform agenda 
intended by Bologna, affects transversally different areas of higher education: funding, 
governance, curriculum and, naturally, quality management (Westerheijden et al., 2007). 
Globally, the Bologna process aimed at: adopting a system of easily readable and comparable 
degrees, essentially based on three main cycles; establishing a system of credits; promoting 
mobility; promoting European dimensions in higher education, such as curricular development, 
inter-institutional co-operation, mobility schemes and integrated programmes of study, 
training and research; and promoting the European co-operation in quality assurance (Bologna 
Declaration, 1999).  
After the Bologna declaration, the successive communiqués from the European ministers of 
higher education indicate the concerns with the development of joint quality management 
mechanisms: 
a) In the Prague Communiqué (2001, p.2) “ministers recognized the vital role that quality 
assurance systems play in ensuring high quality standards and in facilitating the 
comparability of qualifications throughout Europe”, as well as the importance of developing 
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“national quality assurance systems,” and of “establishing a common framework of 
reference.” 
b) In the Berlin Communiqué (2003, p. 3) “ministers commit themselves to supporting further 
development of quality assurance at institutional, national and European level” and agree 
“to develop an agreed set of standards, procedures and guidelines on quality assurance, to 
explore ways of ensuring an adequate peer review system for quality assurance and/or 
accreditation agencies or bodies.” 
c) The Bergen Communiqué (2005, p. 2) highlights the “efforts to enhance the quality of 
[higher education institutions’] activities through the systematic introduction of internal 
mechanisms and their direct correlation to external quality assurance.”  
d) The London Communiqué (2007, p. 4) emphasises that the Standards and Guidelines for 
Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area – adopted in 2005 (ENQA, 2005) 
– are a “powerful driver of change in relation to quality assurance.” 
e) The Leuven and Louvain-La-Neuve Communiqué (2009) highlights the creation of a 
European register for quality assurance agencies, the European Quality Assurance Register 
for Higher Education, in 2008. 
f) The Budapest-Vienna Communiqué (2010) not particularly addressing quality management, 
but different measures and developments in higher education, stresses the need to a 
higher involvement of staff, students and other stakeholders.  
g) The Bucharest Communiqué (2012, p. 2) revises the Standards and Guidelines for Quality 
Assurance in the European Higher Education Area (ENQA, 2015) in order “to improve their 
clarity, applicability and usefulness, including their scope.” 
h) Finally, the Yerevan communiqué (2015, p. 3) prioritises the implementation of “agreed 
structural reforms” as a prerequisite for the consolidation of the European Higher 
Education Area, namely “common quality assurance standards and guidelines.” 
The European initiatives and orientations regarding quality management and the rise of a 
European Higher Education Area have decisively contributed, at the national level, to the 
development of national quality management mechanisms, especially the creation of national 
accreditation agencies. 
In general, the national accreditation agencies review and accredit the study programmes of 
national universities and some agencies, such as the ones in Portugal, Spain, Finland, Norway 
or Austria, have also started to audit, certify or accredit the internal quality management 
systems of universities, based on compliance with the European Standards and Guidelines.  
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Influenced by European and national developments, universities all over Europe are 
developing and implementing their internal quality management systems, since, as stated 
above, the responsibility for quality management lies ultimately in universities, which provides 
“the basis for real accountability of the academic system within the national quality 
framework” (Berlin Communiqué, 2003, p. 3). The European Standards and Guidelines and the 
national accreditation agencies provide a set of guidelines in order to help universities develop 
their internal quality management systems, but each university can develop and implement its 
internal quality management system, according to their institutional mission and culture 
(ENQA, 2009; Rosa & Amaral, 2014; Santos, 2011). 
In Portugal, the European developments in higher education, driven by the new public 
management and the new managerialism context, boosted the deep process of change of 
Portuguese higher education. Since the mid-1990s “there has been a change of emphasis from 
governing to governance(…), leading to tensions between institutional autonomy and the need 
for regulation, by governments, to ensure the achievement of policy objectives” (Rosa & 
Amaral, 2014, p. 154). However, it was only in 2007, that the higher education sector in 
Portugal witnessed substantive developments, setting up the conditions, structures and 
organisation of a more rigorous system of evaluation for higher education and complying with 
the European exigencies, namely the European Standards and Guidelines (Rosa & Sarrico, 
2012). Those developments comprise: the legal regulations for degrees and diplomas and the 
establishment of the general principles of accreditation for universities and their study cycles 
(Portugal, 2006); a new legal framework for all universities, known by RJIES (Portugal, 2007c); 
the new legal regulations for the quality assessment in higher education (Portugal, 2007b); and 
the creation of the Agency for Assessment and Accreditation of Higher Education – 
A3ES (Portugal, 2007a).  
In this context, Portuguese higher education policy emphasises the need: to improve the 
quality and relevance of the courses offered, to increase the autonomy of universities, to 
develop an accountability culture, and to structure an internationally recognised system of 
quality assurance, with a prominent role for A3ES (Decree-Law 369/2007). 
Regarding the assessment and the accreditation of universities, the new legal framework 
states that universities must develop regular self-assessment mechanisms for their 
performance; and that their units and their pedagogic and scientific activities are subject to 
the national system for assessment and accreditation (Law 62/2007, Chapter 1, Article 133). In 
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this sense, Portuguese universities “must comply with the norms and procedures for 
assessment and accreditation defined by the Agency” (A3ES, 2009, p. 1).  
According to the legal regulations on quality assessment in higher education, quality 
assessment aims to: improve the quality of universities, inform society about the performance 
of universities, and develop an institutional culture for internal quality assurance (Law 
38/2007, Article 5).  
A3ES is responsible for assessing and accrediting the study programmes of universities and for 
auditing and certifying their internal quality management systems. A3ES (2009, p. 3) aims to 
support “the implementation of internal quality assurance systems in institutions while it 
upholds the principle that the institutions must play a fundamental role in the reorganization, 
improvement and rationalization of their offer of study programmes”, since the first 
responsibility for quality management lies with the institutions themselves, as outlined by the 
European Standards and Guidelines (ENQA, 2009).  
Portuguese universities started to develop and to implement their internal quality 
management systems, influenced by the guidelines provided by A3ES, which, in their turn, are 
based on the European Standards and Guidelines and on three additional standards, related to 
research and development, external relations, and internationalisation. Indeed, the internal 
quality management systems of Portuguese universities are being developed very similarly, 
translating European and, mainly, national references (Cardoso, Rosa, & Videira, 2015; Rosa, 
Cardoso, Videira, & Amaral, 2016). 
Some universities have already seen their internal quality management systems certified by 
A3ES and others are preparing for the certification, expecting a lighter touch assessment of 
their study programmes (Rosa & Amaral, 2014). A3ES has been promoting the development of 
internal systems and their certification, not only by providing the necessary guidelines, but also 
by pledging “to implement simplified accreditation procedures for those institutions that 
promote the implementation of internal systems and have performance indicators well above 
the minimum requirements” (A3ES, 2010, p. 7).  
Hence, as a consequence of the attempt of universities having their systems certified and 
achieving a ‘light-touch’ in their external assessment, the internal quality management 
systems of Portuguese universities present no relevant differences (Cardoso et al., 2015).  
An analysis of the internal quality management systems of Portuguese universities also seems 
to reveal an “emphasis on formal, structural and procedural aspects” (Tavares, Sin, & Amaral, 
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2015, p. 13) and a “great formalisation of procedures” (Rosa et al., 2016) which “is indicative of 
the understanding of quality more as a structural or managerial element with well-defined 
processes (…) and less as shared values and commitment to improvement” (Tavares et al., 
2015, p. 13). Indeed, the practical effects of the internal quality management systems seem to 
be mostly related to increasing bureaucracy than to substantive improvements (Tavares, Sin, 
Videira, & Amaral, 2016). 
Generally, the development and implementation of internal quality management systems is a 
result of the emphasis on performance and systematic monitoring, and of other broader 
changes underpinning European and national initiatives. Larsen and colleagues (2009, pp. 4, 5) 
would argue that the “increased emphasis on performance and output, and introduction of 
systematic evaluation activities for checking whether stated objectives are met”, together 
with: the “greater formalisation of roles and responsibilities especially concerning leadership”, 
“more power to the consumers”, and the “decentralisation of tasks from the central level 
combined with increased institutional autonomy”, constitute the main changes that the 
European and the national developments in higher education have brought to the institutional 
level. 
1.3. Quality management integration in higher education: development of a 
theoretical framework 
In the literature, one can find some attempts to define integration; some are however more 
successful than others. While, the article “What is integration?” (Gulledge, 2006), surprisingly 
contains no clear definition of the term, Garvin (1991, p. 87) states that the term integration 
generally designates “the degree of alignment or harmony in an organisation” and translates 
“whether different departments and levels speak the same language and are tuned to the 
same wavelength.” Other authors do not define integration in particular, but underscore the 
necessity of an integral, holistic and systemic thinking in management (Zink, 1998).  
When linked to quality management systems, integration tends to represent the alignment of 
the quality management system with the strategy of the organisation (Bardoel & Sohal, 1999; 
Davies, 2008; Pardy & Andrews, 2010; Shih & Gurnani, 1997). The integration of a quality 
management system can then be achieved “through a combination of multi-level use in the 
organisation; using it as part of the strategic planning process; aligning its use with other 
organisational systems, linking its use with performance management and involving staff in its 
use through teams” (Davies, 2008, p. 396). 
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Pardy and Andrews (2010) argue that “an effectively implemented quality management 
system aligns policy with strategic and management system objectives” (Pardy & Andrews, 
2010, p. 4). Furthermore, “implementing and maintaining an integrated quality management 
system can provide the opportunity to identify and create synergies, thereby reducing 
redundancies, increasing effectiveness, and maximizing efficiencies” (Pardy & Andrews, 2010, 
p. 6). 
The literature indicates that linking a quality management system with the strategic planning 
processes of an organisation helps to integrate the quality management model into the 
organisation’s processes and to achieve its effective implementation (Bardoel & Sohal, 1999; 
Davies, 2008; Hansson, Backlund, & Lycke, 2003; Zink, 1998).  
The integration of quality management systems is thus related to an effective implementation 
of those systems. While analysing industrial quality management programmes, Shih and 
Gurnani (1997) emphasise the importance of developing an integrated quality management 
system and conclude that the lack of integration of a quality management system is one of the 
causes for the unsuccessful implementation of that system. The authors consider that “the lack 
of proper integration with company strategy leads to unfocused quality efforts“ (Shih & 
Gurnani, 1997, p. 26). This amounts to saying that “integration, if achieved, can have a very 
positive effect on whether implementation is effective” (Davies, 2008, p. 396).  
Another important factor “for reinvigorating the quality management system” is the 
integration of the quality management system with other improvement programmes, since a 
well-integrated quality management system “facilitates the continuous and participative 
design of all work processes and methods” (Shih & Gurnani, 1997, p. 29).  
Moreover, an integrative approach to quality management, as well as the implementation of 
integrative quality management systems entails the adoption of the quality management 
principles. Indeed, an integrated quality management system must have a focus on the 
customers of the organisation; involve its main internal and external stakeholders; integrate 
‘holistically’ all its processes and activities; achieve continuous improvement; and base the 
decision making process in facts (ISO, 2012). 
As in industry, in higher education, the literature has been emphasising “the importance of 
linking quality efforts to a strategic plan” (Horine & Hailey, 1995, p. 12), and arguing that the 
successful implementation of quality management in higher education will not result from 
isolated and independent actions and/or the establishment of quality offices, but “from clearly 
defined goals and strategic plans”, at the same time that it must “be planned and managed (…) 
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as any other organizational strategy” (Horine & Hailey, 1995, p. 16). This idea led to the notion 
of “embedding quality assurance and improvement in the strategic planning process” (Dynan & 
Clifford, 2001, p. 512). 
In this respect, Bagautdinova and colleagues (2013, p. 39) interpret a quality management 
system “as a universal system integrated as a key component in the unified management 
system of both strategic and operational levels.” 
The only logical conclusion one can arrive at in relation to a model for quality management in 
higher education is that it would have to be holistic to effectively meet the requirements of 
core functions of universities (Srikanthan & Dalrymple, 2002, 2004). The authors hereby 
underline the need to integrate in the quality management models for higher education the 
different processes of universities. 
Consequently, Srikanthan and Dalrymple (2002) propose a “comprehensive educational 
model” which is a “holistic model” that can effectively meet the requirements of the different 
aspects of an educational organisation: service functions and education functions. The authors 
consider that such an approach to quality management in higher education has the potential 
for building synergy between educational and organisational studies (Srikanthan & Dalrymple, 
2002, 2004). In this sense, “quality issues should not be something separated from, or added 
to, the work that is carried out at the university” (Bowden & Marton, 1998, p. 287). 
Quality management integration in higher education mostly relates to the development of 
holistic quality management models for higher education (Srikanthan & Dalrymple, 2002, 
2004, 2005, 2007); or to the theoretical and/or empirical discussion around the applicability of 
comprehensive and integrated quality management models and the principles of quality 
management to higher education (Bagautdinova et al., 2013; Doherty, 1993; Tarí, 2006). As 
described in previous sub-chapters, the strengths and the limitations of the development and 
the implementation of quality management models from industry to the higher education 
sector has been a topic of intensive debate. 
Moreover, the European developments in higher education, namely the Bologna Process 
(Bologna Declaration, 1999) also stress a systemic and comprehensive approach to quality 
management (Vukasovic, 2014). 
In this context, the European quality management models, namely the European Standards 
and Guidelines have been increasingly revealing signs of integration. Indeed, the policy for 
quality assurance described in the European Standards and Guidelines (for internal quality 
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assurance – Part 1) states that “institutions should have a policy for quality assurance that (…) 
forms part of their strategic management” and that “quality assurance policies are most 
effective when they (…) take account of (…) the institutional context and its strategic 
approach” (ENQA, 2015, p. 11). Simultaneously, the European Standards and Guidelines tend 
to integrate, even if in an unbalanced way, the different processes of universities: “learning 
and teaching”, “research and innovation”, “support activities and facilities” and “contribution 
for social cohesion, economic growth and global competitiveness”; and “all the levels of the 
institution”(ENQA, 2015).  
Following the European Standards and Guidelines, the national guidelines for the development 
of the internal quality management systems of universities also seem to integrate, more and 
more, the different processes of universities: “teaching and learning”, “research and 
development”, “interaction with society”, “support services”; different organisational levels 
inside the universities; and “the relationship between the quality assurance system and the 
governance and management bodies of the institution”(A3ES, 2013). 
In practical terms, integration in higher education also seems to be reflected in the way 
universities are being governed, managed and organised. Despite being traditionally 
fragmented and loosely coupled organisations (Cohen et al., 1972; Deem, 1998; Frølich, 
Huisman, Slipersæter, Stensaker, & Bótas, 2013; Orton & Weick, 1990; Weick, 1976), 
universities seem to be integrating their main processes and management practices.  
The management context of universities seems to be increasingly integrated, leading to the 
centralisation of power in a small number of decision-making and governance bodies (Melo, 
Sarrico, & Radnor, 2010). Often, top executive bodies become smaller; collegial boards such as 
the academic senate or the university’s assembly are either absent or at the advisory level; and 
power tends to be concentrated in one person, such as the Rector or the director of 
organisational units (Brückmann, 2015; Brückmann & Carvalho, 2014; Sarrico, Veiga, & Amaral, 
2013b; Shattock, 2003, 2006).  
One of the governance reforms in higher education resulting from the new management 
context is translated into the setting up of integrated management structures. In this context, 
there is “a greater formalisation of roles and responsibilities especially concerning leadership 
often combined with stronger task specialisation” and dual structures are abandoned “in 
favour of integrated ones”, which according to some, makes the “whole decision-making 
process more transparent, accountable and streamlined” (Larsen et al., 2009, p. 6). 
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In sum, there seems to be a general trend towards the integration of quality management in 
organisations, including in universities, which seems to result from the evolution of the 
industrial quality management models, highlighting the need to integrate quality management 
in the strategy of the organisations; and, also, in the case of higher education, from the recent 
developments influencing the management, the organisation and the governance of 
universities. 
One can find in the literature different ways of approaching the concept of integration. For this 
reason, there is not a unique and universal definition of quality management integration, both 
outside and inside higher education. The terms ‘integration’, ‘integrative’ or ‘integrated’ are 
often absent from the literature and terms such as ‘holistic’, ‘systemic’ and ‘total’ tend to 
emerge instead. And if it is true that they do not all necessarily mean the same, it is also true 
that they all seem to represent a common trend: the development and the implementation of 
comprehensive approaches to quality management in organisations, and in universities, in 
particular.  
Having in mind the different ‘levels’ and ‘dimensions’ underlying the concept of quality 
management integration in higher education found in the literature, which includes but is not 
limited to the alignment of quality management with the strategy of the organisation, we 
define quality management integration in higher education as an approach to quality 
management which covers the different processes of universities (teaching and learning, 
research and scholarship, third mission, support processes), their different organisational 
levels (programme, unit and institutional level), the principles underlining the definition of 
quality management, at the same time that integrates quality management in the broader 
management and governance system of universities. This means that: quality management is 
part of the global strategy of universities, quality management is the responsibility of the 
management and governance bodies of universities, and those bodies use the results from 
quality management practice in their decision-making process. 
1.4. Universities’ internal stakeholders perceptions of quality management 
Academics tend to show “different degrees of acceptance, support and adaptation to the 
quality assurance idea, policies and implementation procedures” (Cardoso, Rosa, & Santos, 
2013; Newton, 2002; Westerheijden et al., 2007). 
Newton (2002, p. 46) identifies different views from academics regarding quality in higher 
education, which also correspond to the limitations academics tend to point out in the quality 
management systems: i) quality as “ritualism and tokenism”, meaning quality as compliance 
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with requirements as priority and enhancement as secondary; ii) quality as “impression 
management”, meaning the “stage-managed” preparations for external assessment; iii) quality 
as a “burden”, particularly “administrative and cost burden”, in the words of Laughton (2003, 
p. 309), and “part of an inspectorial compliance culture”; iv) quality as “failure to close the 
loop”, meaning the exclusion of key areas; v) quality as “suspicion of management motives” or, 
as argued by Harvey (2006, p. 290) “manifestation of managerialist control”, monitoring and 
controlling the academic work and weakening the academic autonomy; vi) quality as “lack of 
mutual trust”, emphasising the accountability of front-line academics; vii) quality as “a culture 
of getting by” where front-line academics, constrained by lack of time, deal with confusing 
demands. The lack of time to deal with the quality requirements and the bureaucracy 
associated with the quality management procedures are indeed a weakness stressed by 
academics and one recurring factor for their resistance to quality management (Harvey, 2006; 
Laughton, 2003; Newton, 2002).  
Moreover, academics complain about their little involvement in the development of the 
quality management procedures (Cardoso et al., 2013; Loukkola & Zhang, 2010), and also 
about the quality procedures themselves, claiming that they are reductionist, incapable of 
grasping the essence of the educational process and not entirely reliable (Cardoso et al., 2013; 
Laughton, 2003). 
It is also interesting to observe that academics tend to differentiate the improvements in the 
quality management systems from the improvements in quality (Newton, 2002). Harvey (2006) 
claims that academics, when questioned about the main impacts of external quality 
management in higher education, underline the improvements in the quality procedures, 
namely “performance indicators”, “review process”, “internal quality units and formal 
processes” rather than improvements in the quality of the university and its mission, namely 
teaching and learning and research and scholarship.  
This concern of academics that the “quality initiatives emphasise processes rather than 
outcomes” seems to be related to a gap between rhetoric and reality regarding quality 
management. Hence, there seems to be a “gap between what staff would like the initiatives to 
achieve and what they think they have achieved” which lead us to conclude that academics 
“perceive the initiatives as being more about assurance than enhancement” (Lomas, 2007, p. 
410). 
Furthermore, academics perceive quality as a philosophy that is in “contradiction to the core 
values of academic culture, and ultimately as a subversion of academic identity” (Laughton, 
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2003, p. 318). Bell and Taylor argue that (2005, p. 239) “academics as a community do not 
identify with quality as a worthwhile project through which identity can be formed.”   
Still, there are also academics that seem to show a growing acceptance and support of quality 
management, with a positive perception of its introduction, namely in the case of Portugal 
(Cardoso et al., 2013; Rosa & Sarrico, 2012). Kleijnen et al. (2011) state that academics believe 
in the benefits of quality management and particularly that quality management results in 
improvement and not only results in control. 
The support of quality management activities by academics also seems to depend to a great 
extent on the level of ‘control’ they involve and on the level of ‘academic autonomy’ they 
enable. Academics accept quality assurance as long as academics’ autonomy is not at risk and 
controlling mechanisms are avoided (Huusko & Ursin, 2010).  
Some academics neither resist nor support quality management, but rather adapt to it, 
meaning they “reluctantly [collaborate] in order to prevent more unpleasant or problematic 
professional outcomes” (Cartwright, 2007, p. 298). In this sense, academics are “resilient 
compliers” who “combine passive resignation (...) with mostly silent resistance. They deliver 
the information needed and apply the rules, but try to avoid becoming known as vassals of the 
system” (Sousa, Nijs, & Hendriks, 2010, p. 1454).  
One final issue regarding academics perceptions of quality management is that those 
performing management functions and, mainly those involved in quality management 
activities tend to have a more optimistic view of such activities. This is true, not only for 
academics but also for non-academics and, as it will be noted below, for students. On the one 
hand, those with low involvement in quality management activities tend to have less 
knowledge and a more pessimistic perception of quality management. On the other hand, 
those more directly involved in the quality management system seem to have a deeper 
knowledge of the quality management system of the universities and also a more optimistic 
view of such activities (Bell & Taylor, 2005; Newton, 2002; Rosa, Tavares, & Amaral, 2006; 
Stensaker, Langfeldt, Harvey, Huisman, & Westerheijden, 2011).  
The relationship between the involvement in quality management activities and the opinion 
about it can also be visible when we analyse the perceptions of non-academic staff. Non-
academics highly involved in the development of the quality management systems have, not 
only a deep knowledge about them but also a very positive opinion (Manatos, Rosa, & Sarrico, 




Students also play a crucial role in the quality management systems of universities. Hence, 
their participation improvement has been a crucial element in the development of quality 
management in Europe especially since the years 2000s. However, one cannot find extensive 
literature on the topic. 
Assuming that the students are one of the main stakeholders of higher education, it is clear 
that they can give crucial information in assessing its quality (Cardoso, Santiago, & Sarrico, 
2012a; Harvey, 2003; Leckey & Neill, 2001; Stensaker et al., 2011; Trowler, 2005). Therefore, 
“students’ representations should be taken into account” in order to “to align quality 
assessment systems with the expectations of one of the institutional groups most interested in 
the improvement of higher education quality” (Cardoso, Santiago, & Sarrico, 2012b, p. 293).  
However, and despite the increasingly important role attributed to students, , they “have no 
universally accepted part in the evaluation of the education which they receive” (Kogan, 1993, 
p. 22).  
According to Mourad (2013), there are a lot of challenges regarding the active participation of 
students in quality management. On the one hand, the exclusion of students from an active 
intervention on the quality management systems of their universities seems to lead to a low 
level of awareness from students. According to Cardoso and colleagues (Cardoso et al., 2012a, 
p. 125), “this lack of awareness brings in to question the effectiveness of assessment as a 
device for promoting institutional accountability.” 
On the other hand, students often perceive quality management activities as “useless”, 
“wasting of time”, “not clear” and “not transparent” (Mourad, 2013, p. 359). Students are 
indeed sceptical regarding the capacity of quality management systems to generate positive 
results (Kogan, 1993; Stensaker et al., 2011). This sceptical position seems to be related to the 
lack of information about the results of the quality management systems and the changes 
derived from them. Although it can be argued that students do not develop effective strategies 
to access the information provided by universities concerning the results of the quality 
management systems, the literature shows that universities do not adopt a clear and 
transparent position regarding the dissemination of concrete data on quality management 
(Cardoso et al., 2012a; Harvey, 2003; Leckey & Neill, 2001).  
The scepticism and the low interest students frequently show regarding quality management 
seem also to be linked to a low interest on institutional matters in general (Bateson & Taylor, 
2004; Tavernier, 2004). 
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Students, however, perceive some benefits from quality management systems: image, 
reputation and credibility of the university, on the one hand; and continuous improvement 
and enhancement of the educational quality through the students’ evaluation of the faculty 
and the courses (Mourad, 2013).  
Furthermore, students who are involved in quality management activities believe that “their 
awareness about (…) the internal quality assurance system enhance their learning experience 
(…), self-development (…) and self-satisfaction due to participating in the decision making 
process within the university” (Mourad, 2013, p. 359).  
In this context, “the challenge universities now seem to face is to be creative and to engage in 
new and diverse strategies aimed at informing students of the assessment process and its 
consequences” (Cardoso et al., 2012a, pp. 133, 134). 
In this context, stimulating the participation and the engagement of students in the quality 
management systems and improving the information and communication about their 
development and implementation are perhaps some of the greatest challenges for the future 
of quality management in higher education, at the risk of “questioning the legitimacy of the 
whole process” (Stensaker et al., 2011, p. 479).  
As Stensaker and colleagues (2011, p. 476) argue: “there is a real danger that quality assurance 
schemes can be accused of not being very efficient and of targeting processes stimulating 
bureaucracy, organisation and regulation more than addressing issues that are central in the 
minds of the academic staff and students.”  
Consequently, “universities must invest in staff development as well as students training” and 
“educate students and faculty members about their roles in the quality assurance process.” 
Particularly, universities must treat students “as partners” and increase “their participation in 
the decision making process” so that they understand “they are having an impact on the 
university” (Mourad, 2013, p. 361). 
Furthermore, Watty (2006) highlights the importance of listening to the various stakeholders 
in universities, arguing that if policy-makers do not take into consideration the opinions of the 
different stakeholders regarding quality management  policies for higher education, there is a 
risk for universities that quality management systems become a mere compliance and form-
filling exercise.  
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1.5. Thesis structure 
The thesis is organised in four main chapters. The first chapter presents an introduction to the 
theme under study and is divided in three subchapters introducing the main theoretical topics 
of our research: i) the particularities and challenges of the higher education sector regarding 
quality management; ii) the development of quality management systems in European and, 
specifically, in Portuguese higher education; iii) the idea of quality management integration in 
higher education. 
The second chapter outlines the thesis main goal, the specific goals that operationalise it, the 
research questions and the methodology of the study and is divided in four parts, 
corresponding to the four main research questions and methodological approaches of the 
thesis. 
The third chapter presents the fours papers developed in the thesis: 
a. Manatos, M., Sarrico, C.S., & Rosa, M. (2017). The integration of quality management in 
higher education institutions: a systematic literature review. Total Quality Management & 
Business Excellence, 13(1-2), 159-175. DOI:10.1080/14783363.2015.1050180 
b. Manatos, M., Sarrico, C.S., & Rosa, M. (2017). The European Standards and Guidelines for 
Internal Quality Assurance: an integrative approach to quality management in higher 
education?. TQM Journal, 29 (2), 342-356. DOI:10.1108/TQM-01-2016-0009 
c. Manatos, M., Sarrico, C.S., & Rosa, M. (2015). The importance and degree of 
implementation of the European Standards and Guidelines for internal quality assurance in 
universities: the views of Portuguese academics. Tertiary Education and Management, 21 
(3), 245-261. DOI:10.1080/13583883.2015.1061587 
d. Manatos, M., Sarrico, C. S., & Rosa, M. (2017). Quality management in universities: 
towards an integrated approach? (forthcoming). International Journal of Quality and 
Reliability Management. 
Finally, the forth chapter is the conclusive chapter, which highlights the main conclusions of 
the research, the new dimensions which emerge from the research, and the main limitations 
and implications of the research. 
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Chapter 2. Research questions and methodological approaches 
The literature review on quality in higher education has brought to the fore the idea that more 
and more universities need to implement internal quality management systems, both due to 
external demands and internal motivations. Nevertheless, the exact characteristics of these 
systems, the way they are implemented, the processes and organisational levels they cover 
and/or the degree in which they are actually part of the institutions’ overall management and 
governance systems are still to be seen. 
On a general basis we are able to find in the literature evidence claiming that quality 
management should be part of the overall organisational management framework. Is this the 
case also for quality management in higher education, namely in universities? 
With this research we aim to shed some light on this topic, namely through the investigation of 
whether there is a theoretical and empirical trend towards the integration of quality 
management in higher education. We understand integration as the process whereby 
organisations develop quality management mechanisms which are part of their wider 
management and governance systems, covering different processes and organisational levels 
while including the implementation of a whole set of principles that underlies the definition of 
quality management. 
This concept embraces three main levels, which represent the levels where we look for quality 
management integration in higher education:  
i. The main processes of universities are four: the three main processes of universities 
(teaching and learning, research and scholarship and the third mission), but also support 
processes (Barnett, 1990). Teaching and learning, together with research and scholarship, 
are the core activities of universities. The third mission reflects the engagement of 
universities in business-related activities, local and regional development, economic growth 
and societal development in general (Laredo, 2007). The support processes cover all sorts 
of ancillary services and processes, ranging from administrative services to other support 
processes and activities (Yeo & Li, 2014).  
ii. The organisational levels of universities are three: programme level, unit level 




iii. The principles of quality management: customer focus, leadership, involvement of people, 
process approach, system approach, continuous improvement, factual approach to 
decision-making, and mutually beneficial supplier relationships (ISO, 2012). 
In the context of higher education, customer focus means the concern of universities with 
customer identification, their needs and expectations. Leadership is related with the role of 
management bodies of universities, with respect to the definition of the mission, the values 
and the goals of the universities, the promotion of a quality culture and the promotion of the 
involvement of people in quality management. The involvement of people is translated into 
the efforts to involve the people working in universities (academic and non-academic staff and 
students) in the quality management mechanisms. Process approach has to do with the 
management of the different missions of universities (teaching and learning, research and 
scholarship and third mission), as well as of their support processes as processes, i.e., as a set 
of inter-related activities which turn inputs into outputs. System approach is related with the 
management of the different processes, units and services of universities in an integrated way. 
Continuous improvement translates the efforts of universities to continually improve their 
quality. Factual approach to decision making, as the name suggests, means that decisions in 
universities are based on the analysis of data and information provided by different sources. 
Mutually beneficial supplier relationships are translated into the development of relationships 
with suppliers, or, at a broader sense, and as we understand it for the purposes of this study, 
with their external stakeholders, such as parents, secondary schools, future employers, local 
community and the society as a whole, similarly to what is being proposed in the new version 
of the ISO 9000 family of standards (ISO, 2015) 1. 
The concept of integration assumes also that quality management is part of the broader 
management and governance system of universities. This means that: quality management is 
part of the global strategy of universities; the management and governance bodies of 
universities have quality management as one of their areas of responsibility; and the results 
                                                          
1 It should be noted that we did not use as reference the most recent version of the quality management principles (ISO, 2015), 
because when we started our research they had not yet been released. However, when comparing the old and the new version of 
the principles, the main differences are in the principles of process, system approach and mutually beneficial supplier 
relationships. In the ‘new’ version, the principle of system approach as a separate principle disappears, but in contrast, the new 
principle of process approach states that the activities of the organisations should be “understood and managed as interrelated 
processes that function as a coherent system” (ISO, 2015, p. 10). In this sense, the idea of a system approach, i.e. the management 
of an institution as a coherent and interrelated whole, remains in the new quality management principles, but it is integrated in 
the principle of process approach. Moreover, the principle of “relationship management” replaces the principles of “mutually 
supplier relationships”, highlighting the “particular importance” of the relationships of an organisation with, not only the suppliers, 
but all the “interested parties” and of the “relationship management with its supplier and partner networks” (ISO, 2015, p. 16), 




from quality management practices are used as information for the universities’ strategic 
management. 
Our main research question is: to what extent is there theoretical and empirical evidence of a 
trend towards quality management integration in universities? 
Therefore, first, we aim to theoretically analyse whether: 
i. the literature on higher education is presenting developments towards integrative and 
holistic approaches to quality management; 
ii. the reference model for the development of quality management systems in European 
universities (European Standards and Guidelines – Part 1) is an integrative quality 
management framework. 
Second, we intend to empirically explore: 
i. the importance and the level of implementation of the European Standards and 
Guidelines in universities; 
ii. the trend towards the integration of quality management in universities. 
In order to fulfil the above mentioned goals, our study is developed in four main stages, 
corresponding to four main research goals, which we answer using different methodological 
approaches, developed in four research papers. 
We triangulate multiple sources of data: quantitative and qualitative; using different 
methodological strategies: survey and case study; different data collection techniques: 
systematic literature review, questionnaire and semi-structured interview; and different data 
analysis techniques: content analysis and descriptive and inferential statistics (paired sample t-
test, t-tests for independent samples, one-way analysis of variance and regression estimates). 
Generally, while quantitative research aims to “determining cause and effect, predicting or 
describing the distribution of some attribute among a population”, qualitative research aims to 
“uncovering the meaning of a phenomenon” (Merriam, 2009, p. 5). Moreover, in quantitative 
research, the focus is on prediction, description and confirmation; inanimate instruments 
(scales, tests, surveys) are the instruments of data collection; the process is deductive; and the 
product is precise. In qualitative research, the focus in on process, understanding, and 
meaning; the researcher is the primary instrument of data collection and analysis; the process 




We develop a ‘mixed method approach’ or ‘method triangulation between methods’ since we 
used both quantitative and qualitative data collection techniques and analysis procedures in 
our research design (Brannen, 1992; Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2009). 
There is one major advantage in choosing to use multiple methods in the same research. This 
advantage is associated with the inevitable relationship between the data collection 
techniques and procedures and the results. “Since all different techniques and procedures will 
have different effects, it makes sense to use different methods to cancel out the ‘method 
effect’” and to have “greater confidence” in the results (Saunders et al., 2009, p. 154). 
However, one must have in mind that the triangulation of different methods is not 
unproblematic and uncontentious (Bryman, 1992, p. 66). As Brannen (1992, p. 13) points out 
“the assumption that combining approaches ensures the validity of data is naïve. (…) Data can 
only be understood in relation to the purposes for which they are created.” The data 
generated by different methods cannot simply be aggregated to produce a single unitary 
picture of what is assumed to be the truth (Brannen, 1992; Bryman, 1992). 
In the case of our research, we triangulate quantitative and qualitative methods since we have 
also different research questions and purposes, each of them answered by different 
methodological approaches. 
2.1. Is there a trend towards the integration of quality management in higher 
education? A systematic literature review 
In the first stage of our research we aim to understand whether there is a trend in the 
literature towards the integration of quality management in higher education. The awareness 
for the phenomena of integration of quality management in higher education led us to the 
development of a systematic literature review, in order to understand how the literature has 
been approaching quality management in higher education and whether the literature has 
been evolving towards integration.   
The first paper presents the concept of integration, which we assumed from the beginning of 
our work, and which will be a cross-cutting concept in our research and in the subsequent 
papers. In this paper we aim to understand: whether the reviewed literature approaches the 
quality of processes separately or in an integrated way; whether quality practices exist at the 
three organisational levels and whether they are managed in an articulated way; and finally, 
whether the different dimensions associated with quality management principles are 
implemented separately, or whether they are approached holistically. We also want to check 
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whether the papers reveal a temporal trend towards integration, in order to comprehend 
whether the most recent articles present a more integrated approach to quality management 
in higher education. 
According to Webster and Watson (2002, p. xiii), an effective literature review “creates a firm 
foundation for advancing knowledge. It facilitates theory development, closes areas where a 
plethora of research exists, and uncovers areas where research is needed”. The authors also 
argue that it is not merely an exercise of synthesis of existing research, but it also needs to 
identify “critical knowledge gaps” and “guide future research” (Webster & Watson, 2002, pp. 
xix, xxi). 
A literature review is “the selection of available documents (…) on the topic, which contain 
information, ideas, data and evidence written from a particular standpoint to fulfil certain aims 
or express certain views on the nature of the topic and how it is to be investigated, and the 
effective evaluation of these documents in relation to the research being proposed”(Hart, 
1998, p. 13). 
Page (2008, p. 172) states unlike a traditional narrative review, which is more dependent from 
the reviewer’s judgement, a systematic literature review involves “a set of assessment and 
statistical tools”.  
Over and above that, “systematic means comprehensive accumulation, transparent analysis, 
and reflective interpretation of all empirical studies pertinent to a specific question. Reliance 
upon any sampling or subset of the literature risks misrepresenting its diversity in findings, 
outcomes methods, and frames of reference” (Rousseau, Manning, & Denyer, 2008, p. 479). 
A systematic literature review involves a systematic approach to: the search, the “quality 
control” (Rousseau et al., 2008), the synthesis, the analysis and the presentation of the 
literature. It needs a “priori specification of planned review methods/protocol”, “a clearly 
focused question”, “clear explicit criteria for inclusion and exclusion”, “documentation of (the) 
search process”, “an explicit mechanism to handle quality assessment”, the “exploration of 
assumptions, limitations and areas of uncertainty” (Booth, Sutton, & Papaioannou, 2012, p. 
31). 
Therefore, the main features and simultaneously strengths of a systematic literature review 
are clarity, validity, auditability, transparency and exhaustivity (Booth et al., 2012). 
Booth and colleagues (2012) argue that all literature reviews should be systematic and only 
differ in the degree to which they are systematic and how explicit their methods are reported. 
40 
 
Hammersley (2001, p. 550) goes further and questions “After all, what use would unsystematic 
reviews be? Who would be in favour of them”, if to develop a systematic literature review is 
the proper and valid way to produce a literature review? 
However, developing a literature review can be a challenging, time and resource intensive 
process (Page, 2008; Papaioannou, Sutton, Carroll, Booth, & Wong, 2010). 
Having in mind the challenges and the complexity of developing a systematic literature review, 
our main goal is to explore the existing literature, following accurate procedures, in order to 
assure, not only the greatest possible coverage of relevant articles corresponding to our 
research goals and analysis criteria; but also, and perhaps more importantly, the clarity, 
validity and auditability of the review, its analysis and findings.  
2.2. Are the European Standards and Guidelines an integrative quality 
management model? A content analysis 
After analysing how the literature has been approaching quality management in higher 
education and whether there is a trend towards the integration of quality management, in the 
second stage of our research we analyse one European reference quality management model 
for universities developing internal quality management systems: the Standards and 
Guidelines for Quality Assurance in the European Higher Education Area, commonly known as 
ESG. The purpose is to understand whether they are a truly integrative quality management 
model.  
For this purpose, we develop a content analysis of the European Standards and Guidelines, 
taking into account the levels and dimensions underlying the concept of integration (ENQA, 
2009)2. We aim to understand whether the European Standards and Guidelines approach the 
four main processes of higher education; their main organisational levels; the principles 
underlying the definition of quality management; and also whether they approach quality 
management as part of the broader management and governance of the universities. 
We develop a content analysis using the NVivo software and taking into account our 
framework of analysis, which is simultaneously our “coding system” (Babbie, 2015).  
“Content analysis is a technique for analysing a body of text” and is “based upon an explicit 
sequence of steps with which to systematically organize elements of text so as to enable an 
investigator to meaningfully interpret and make inferences about the patterns in the content 
                                                          
2 It should be noted that we did not use as reference the revised version of the European Standards and Guidelines (ENQA, 2015), 
because when we started our research they had not yet been released. 
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of the overall body” (Bowen & Bowen, 2008, p. 689). Similarly, Drisko and Maschi (2016, p. 7) 
define content analysis as “a family of research techniques for making systematic, credible, or 
valid and replicable inferences from texts and other forms of communication.” 
Content analysis can have quantitative, interpretative and qualitative approaches. The 
quantitative, also known as “basic” content analysis uses quantitative analytical techniques, 
namely the frequency of word or passage use, that only or predominantly address literal 
communication content. The main goals of this approach are description and data 
organisation. The inductive content analysis considers both manifest and latent content as well 
as contextual communication content and tends to focus on summarizing and describing 
meanings in an interpretative manner, rather than on word counts or other quantitative 
methods (Drisko & Maschi, 2016). Qualitative content analysis is based on the interpretation 
of texts and “seeks to develop carefully specified categories that are revised and refined in an 
interactive, feedback-loop process to ensure credibility and usefulness” (Drisko & Maschi, 
2016, p. 6). Many content analyses can however use both quantitative and qualitative research 
techniques. Despite the differences in the different approaches, all content analysis must be 
“systematic, methodologically based and transparently reported” in order to make clear how 
the data was collected, coded and analysed (Drisko & Maschi, 2016, p. 6).  
Here, the content analysis of the European Standards and Guidelines combines a quantitative 
approach with a more interpretative and qualitative approach, since the analysis of the 
European Standards and Guidelines considering the a priori defined levels and dimensions of 
analysis requires not only the simple analysis of the manifest content, but it also requires a 
deeper interpretation of that content. 
“Rigorous content analysis must be based on a systematic approach that is clearly described to 
the reader and that allows replication by other researchers” (Drisko & Maschi, 2016, p. 7). In 
this sense, and in order to assure the credibility of our analysis, validation is carried out by 
“investigator triangulation” (Bryman, 2004). The three investigators participating in this study 
were involved in the analysis process, specifically in codifying the European Standards and 
Guidelines according to the different levels and dimensions of analysis. The codification of the 
investigators is then compared and discussed until a consensual result was reached. 
We analyse to what extent the three levels and their dimensions are reflected in the seven 
European Standards and Guidelines with reference to the following scale: highly reflected, 
substantially reflected, partially reflected and insufficiently reflected. In the end, we make an 
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overall analysis of how well the different levels and dimensions were represented in the 
European Standards and Guidelines.   
One question inquired as to the respondent’s knowledge of the ESG as a whole, while one or 
more questions (depending on the standard) focused on the academics’ perceptions of each 
standard’s importance for universities. A further set of questions for each standard then 
queried academics about its degree of implementation in their university.  
Academics gave answers on a scale of 1 to 7, where 7 represents the maximum level of 
knowledge, importance or degree of implementation, and 1 represents the minimum.  
We opted to use a census as the data collection strategy: the questionnaire was sent to all 
Portuguese universities, requesting that institutions disseminate it among their academic staff. 
A total of 1,116 complete responses was gathered from universities (from a total population of 
17,991). 
We weighted our cases, according to four variables, which characterise the entire population: 
gender, research area, sub-sector and academic degree, to make it more representative of the 
population. The weighted sample selected 1,084 cases.  
 
2.3. How do academics perceive the European Standards and Guidelines’ 
importance and implementation? A survey in Portuguese universities 
After analysing the European Standards and Guidelines and understanding whether they 
represent an integrative quality management model, the third stage of our research aims to 
understand how the European Standards and Guidelines are perceived by academics, 
regarding their importance and their implementation in universities.  
We aim to answer the following questions: 
1. What is the level of awareness and knowledge of the European Standards and 
Guidelines by academics? 
2. What importance do academics perceive that the European Standards and Guidelines 
hold for the development of quality management practices in their universities?  
3. What do academics perceive to be the degree of implementation of the European 
Standards and Guidelines in their universities?  
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4. Is there a significant difference (a gap) between academics’ perceptions of the 
importance of the European Standards and Guidelines and their degree of 
implementation in their universities?  
5. Are there different perceptions among different groups of academics, taking into 
account their research area, gender, sub-sector, academic degree, performance of 
management functions and level of involvement in quality management activities? 
In order to answer those questions, we carry out a survey. This systematic method for 
gathering information from (a sample of) entities for the purposes of constructing quantitative 
descriptors of the attributes of the larger population of which the entities are members” 
(Groves et al., 2009, p. 2). According to Majumbar (2008, p. 241), the survey methodology 
“helps to probe individuals’ opinions, attitudes, behavior, and preferences in a social setting.” 
According to Guthrie (2010), censuses are the most complete type of survey and their main 
advantages are completeness and accuracy. There is however potential shortfalls associated 
with censuses and surveys in general. First, there is the risk of the inaccurate representation of 
the population and the inconsistencies between the population and the sample, which can be 
overcome namely by testing the sample variables against the equivalent population 
parameters, as we do in our research (Guthrie, 2010). Second, “surveys often limit their 
measures to those that can be standardized and repeated over large numbers of persons. 
Surveys are conducted in the uncontrolled settings of the real world and can be affected by 
those settings” (Groves et al., 2009, p. 33). Finally, making the decisions that have a better 
chance of minimizing the limitations and errors in the survey often involves effort, time and 
money.  
Bearing in mind those strengths and weaknesses, we choose the census to collect our data, by 
targeting the questionnaire to all academics in Portugal.  
We build a questionnaire taking into account the seven standards and the corresponding 
guidelines for internal quality assurance. Then the data collected is analysed using descriptive 
and inferential statistics: paired sample t-test, t-tests for independent samples, one-way 
analysis of variance (ANOVA) and regression estimates. 
The statistics are the above called “quantitative descriptors” (Groves et al., 2009). The 
descriptive statistics describe the size and distributions of various attributes in a population 
and the inferential statistics are used to measure how two or more variables are related and 
enables to make inferences about the population from the sample data (Groves et al., 2009). 
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2.4. Are  universities  developing  integrative  quality  management  systems?  A 
country case study 
In the last stage of our research we look for empirical evidence for the integration of quality 
management in higher education. Here we aim to understand whether universities are 
developing their quality management systems, integrating the different processes, 
organisational levels, quality management principles, and whether they are being integrated in 
the broader management and governance context of the universities.  
We adopt a case study approach. Its goals is to obtain a close-up and “in-depth understanding” 
of a single or small number of cases, set in their real world contexts (Yin, 2012, p. 4). A case 
study can thus be defined as an “in-depth”, “multifaceted investigation”, using only qualitative 
research methods or combining qualitative and quantitative research methods, of a social 
phenomenon. “The study is conducted in greater detail and often relies on the use of several 
data sources” (Orum, Feagin, & Gideon, 1991, p. 2).  
The main strengths of this technique concern the possibility to investigate complex social units 
and to produce a rich and comprehensive analysis of a phenomenon. However, some of its 
main strengths also present limitations. The rich and deep understanding of a phenomenon 
may normally require too much time and/or money. Moreover, “qualitative case studies are 
limited by the sensitivity and integrity of the investigator (…) and the issues of reliability, 
validity, and generalizability.” In other words, qualitative case studies may have the problem of 
lack of rigor and the problem of bias, linked to the subjectivity of the researcher (Merriam, 
2009, p. 52).  
Here, we develop three qualitative case studies in Portugal, using qualitative data collection 
techniques. We decide to study the first universities with quality management systems 
certified by A3ES (the Portuguese Agency for Assessment and Accreditation of Higher 
Education). It is relevant to analyse universities whose internal quality management systems 
have reached an advanced stage of implementation, in order to understand whether these 
quality management systems are being developed in an integrative way. These cases can be 
defined as paradigmatic (Flyvbjerg, 2006) or extreme cases (Gerring, 2007), which 
“corresponds to a case that is considered to be prototypical or paradigmatic of some 
phenomena of interest (…) ideal types” (Gerring, 2007). 
Our sample includes one engineering and technology school and two universities, all different 
in terms of size and location (Universities A, B and C). To further diversify the study, we have 
sought to choose different scientific areas in the three universities. The choice was based on 
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Becher and Trowler (2001) typology between “hard” versus “soft” and “applied” versus “pure” 
disciplines, as the different nature of the disciplines can be a variable to be considered in 
explaining some differences within universities. Likewise, Clark (1983) stated that, “the 
discipline rather than the institution tends to become the dominant force in the working lives 
of academics”. Nevertheless, the authors acknowledge that sometimes the boundaries 
between the scientific areas are not evident and easy to define (Becher & Trowler, 2001).  
However, our initial goal of having a hard/applied programme and a soft/pure programme in 
each university was not possible: first, due to the fact that University A is an engineering 
school, where we cannot find other scientific areas; and second, due the non-cooperation of 
the programme of Language and Literature in University C, we were forced to choose another 
programme of the School of Social Sciences in this university: Basic Education. We ended with 
one ‘hard’ area in each university – Informatics Engineering – and two ‘soft’ areas in two 
universities – Language and Literature and Basic Education. 
Our research has two main stages. First, and in order to understand the quality management 
policies of the universities, we analyse the content of strategic documents, documents more 
directed linked to the internal quality management policy, and external reports from external 
review entities. We believe the joint analysis of strategic and quality related documents, as 
well as external quality reports can give us a good overview of how the universities are 
developing their quality management policies.  
Unlike the content analysis of the European Standards and Guidelines, which involves a deeper 
interpretation of their content, the content analysis of universities’ internal and external 
documents is developed using a more direct approach based on the analysis of the manifest 
content, with a more descriptive purpose, having in mind the levels and dimensions of analysis 
of our research design. We assume that the meaningful content is fully contained in the texts 
under study (Drisko & Maschi, 2016).  
In order to understand the quality management practices and how they are being 
implemented in the universities, we carry out semi-structured interviews with different 
internal stakeholders.  
According to Newton (2010), semi-structured interviews are placed along the “continuum” 
between the “unstructured” interviews, which are closer to observation, and the “structured”. 
Generally, the highly structured interviews are closer to a questionnaire, with predetermined 
wording and order of closed questions; and the unstructured or informal interviews are 
normally exploratory interviews, closer to a conversation, with flexible open-ended questions, 
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and they are usually applied when the researcher does not know enough about a phenomenon 
to ask relevant questions (Merriam, 2009).  
We interview academics with different hierarchical positions in the organisational structure 
and with different involvement levels in the quality management systems, from top managers 
responsible for the development of the quality management policies, to academics without 
management functions, which are responsible for the implementation of the quality 
management policies. We also interview non-academics and students. Both academics without 
management functions and students are interviewed in panels of 3, 4 or 5 elements3, in order 
to “use the interaction between a group as a source of further insight” (Blaxter, Hughes, & 
Tight, 2006, p. 172). As emphasised by Chrzanowska (2002, p. 20) “group setting always brings 
dynamics into play, arising from the processes of forming into a group and from the 
interactions of the respondents themselves.” In total, we make 23 individual interviews and 9 
panel interviews.  
We draw an interview script, with several open questions around five main topics. Each one 
encompasses different dimensions: i) quality in higher education, including the strategies, 
goals and drivers of quality management; and the aforementioned levels where we look for 
integration, ii) processes, iii) organisational levels, iv) quality management principles; and 
finally v) quality management as part of the broader management and governance context of 
the university.  
As is well known, semi-structured interviews are normally guided by a list of more flexible 
worded questions or issues to be explored (Merriam, 2009). They have a certain degree of 
predetermined order but still ensure flexibility in the manner and order the interviewer 
conduct the conversation (Corbetta, 2003).  
The interviews are fully transcribed and the data collected is subject to content analysis and 
categorised into the different levels and dimensions of the grid, using the NVivo software for 
qualitative research. Contrarily to the content analysis of universities’ internal and external 
documents, the content analysis of the interviews uses interpretative and qualitative 
approaches, combining quantitative and qualitative analytic techniques. The content analysis 
of the interviews goes beyond the study of the manifest content and requires the analysis of 
the latent content and the active interpretation of the interviewees’ discourses (Drisko & 
Maschi, 2016). 
                                                          
3 The only exception was the programme of Basic Education in UC, where it was not possible to bring together all the students and 
to articulate their different schedules, and the only possibility was to send the main questions to the Director of the programme, 
who distributed them by the students, who should have integrated the panel.  
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The triangulation of different sources of data, methodological strategies and data collection 
techniques allows us to address our specific research goals and questions and understand in a 
broader sense whether there is theoretical and empirical evidence of a trend towards quality 
management integration in universities. 
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Chapter 4. Conclusions 
4.1. Main conclusions 
In recent years, the rising awareness for quality management in higher education and the 
European and national developments towards the setting up of quality management systems 
in universities (Berlin Communiqué, 2003; ENQA, 2009) seem to go together with a trend 
towards a more integrative and holistic perspective (Horine & Hailey, 1995). There seems to be 
different ‘signs’ of integration, either in the literature, particularly in the adoption of a more 
integrative vision of quality management in higher education (Srikanthan & Dalrymple, 2002, 
2004, 2005); or in the universities, which seem to be working in order to develop their quality 
management practices in an integrated manner (Rodman, Biloslavo, & Bratož, 2013; Rosa, 
Saraiva, & Diz, 2003). 
Globally, our research aimed to understand the phenomenon of integration of quality 
management in higher education, looking for theoretical and empirical evidence. 
A partially integrated approach to quality management in the literature  
First, and in order to understand whether there is a trend in the literature towards a more 
integrative vision of quality management in higher education, we developed a systematic 
literature review.  
Having in mind our concept of integration, as the development of quality management 
practices within organisations which are part of their global management systems, covering 
different processes, organisational levels and quality management principles, we aimed to 
understand: whether authors approach the quality of processes separately or in an integrated 
way; whether quality practices exist at the three organisational levels and whether they were 
articulated; and finally, whether the different quality management principles were approached 
separately or holistically.  
From the systematic literature review, we can conclude that the research is mainly focused on 
teaching and learning. However, and despite the fact that we cannot find many articles 
integrating the four processes, there are articles integrating more than one process and 
emphasising the need to integrate different processes (Sellers-Rubio, Mas-Ruiz, & Casado-Díaz, 
2010). 
In addition, and considering the organisational level, there is a focus on the broader levels of 
the organisational structure, mainly on the institutional level. One can find the integration of 
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other levels in the same articles but it is rare (Bender & Siller, 2006; Doherty, 1993, 2008; 
Owlia & Aspinwall, 1996). 
Finally, regarding the quality management principles, there are several articles approaching 
several principles. Those focusing on holistic and comprehensive approaches even integrate all 
the quality management principles (Becket & Brookes, 2006; Srikanthan & Dalrymple, 2002). 
Globally, we observe that the literature is developing holistic approaches to quality 
management. It appears to be connected with the discussion and development of quality 
management frameworks (Rosa et al., 2003; Srikanthan & Dalrymple, 2002, 2005), which have 
mostly been imported and adapted from other industries. Such approaches are also associated 
with the implementation of national models, internal and external quality models, or 
accreditation systems (Doherty, 1993; Hergüner & Reeves, 2000; Rosa, Cardoso, Dias, & 
Alberto, 2011). 
In addition, the literature emphasises the need for integration of quality management in the 
broader management systems of universities (Bagautdinova, Novenkova, & Sarkin, 2013), and 
for its approach as an integral part of their development (Dynan & Clifford, 2001) and of their 
strategic plans (Bender & Siller, 2006). 
In this sense, the quality management literature seems to be approaching quality management 
practices in an integrated way, responding positively to our initial thesis statement. 
However, it has not yet achieved the ‘total’ integration and has to define the next step in the 
drive for an effective integrative approach to higher education – ultimately helping improve 
quality in higher education, as similar integrative approaches have done in other organisational 
fields (Kaynak, 2003; Sousa & Voss, 2002).  
ESG – still not a fully integrated quality management model  
Following the same trend, the European Association for Quality Assurance in Higher Education 
promotes the European Standards and Guidelines for Internal and External Quality Assurance 
within Universities (part 1 and 2 of the European Standards and Guidelines, respectively) and 
for external quality agencies (part 3 of the European Standards and Guidelines). The European 
Standards and Guidelines appear as a reference model, providing guidance and assistance to 
European universities in their internal quality management systems and to agencies in their 
external quality reviews (ENQA, 2009; Prikulis, Rusakova, & Rauhvargers, 2013).  
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In this context, we aimed to understand whether this reference model is also an integrated 
one, which we believe it should be. Our goals were then to understand whether the European 
Standards and Guidelines address the four main processes of universities, the different 
organisational levels, the eight quality management principles, and whether they approach 
quality management as part of the broader management context of the universities.  
In general, there are some gaps in the different dimensions of analysis: processes, 
organisational levels and quality management principles. Naturally, we were not expecting 
that all the dimensions were present in all the European Standards and Guidelines, but we 
would expect that overall the dimensions were addressed by the European Standards and 
Guidelines as a whole. 
Taking into account the processes of universities, the European Standards and Guidelines have 
a particular focus on teaching and learning. Despite the support processes being substantially 
reflected in the European Standards and Guidelines, they are mostly related to processes 
which support teaching and learning. This is an important gap in the European Standards and 
Guidelines, which some European accreditation agencies are filling by introducing new 
standards and guidelines concerning research and scholarship, third mission and 
internationalisation, as is the case with A3ES in Portugal (Santos, 2011).  
As far as the organisational structure is concerned, the European Standards and Guidelines 
cover mainly the micro and the macro dimensions (i.e., programme and institution), and 
poorly the intermediate level of the constituent units. The European Standards and Guidelines 
do not seem to take into consideration how institutional policies and practices are translated 
and deployed until they reach the programme level. 
The quality management principles are not homogeneously integrated in the different 
standards and guidelines. While principles such as continuous improvement, customer focus 
and factual approach, involvement of people, process approach and leadership are strongly 
addressed, the principles of mutually beneficial supplier relationships and of system approach 
are insufficiently treated in the European Standards and Guidelines. 
In general, the European Standards and Guidelines highlight the importance of the focus on 
the customers of universities, of informed decisions on the decision making process, of 
continuous improvement, of a process approach, of defining the role of leadership, and of 
involving people in the quality management system. However, they attach less importance to 
the involvement of the external stakeholders in quality management and to the idea of a 
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system approach, i.e. the management of a university as a coherent and interrelated whole, as 
indeed its integration in the wider education system, as observed by Sarrico and Rosa (2016). 
In summary, the European Standards and Guidelines seem to be a quality management model, 
and not only a quality assurance model, since they are based on planning, control, assurance 
and also on continuous improvement (ISO, 2015; Watson & Howarth, 2011). However, they do 
not seem to effectively work as global model to guide universities, in integrating all the core 
processes of universities, and in working more as a systemic quality management model and 
less as a collection of quality management practices.  
The new version of the European Standards and Guidelines, published in 2015, do not seem to 
fill all the identified gaps, but they present an important development towards a more 
integrated quality management model and, more broadly, towards an integrated vision of 
quality management in higher education. By stating that “institutions should have a policy for 
quality assurance that is made public and forms part of their strategic management”, the new 
European Standards and Guidelines emphasise the importance of integrating quality 
management into the broader management context of the universities (ENQA, 2015, p. 8).   
A positive welcome to the ESG  
After analysing the European Standards and Guidelines and understanding their degree of 
integration, we aimed to understand the perceptions of academics on the importance and 
actual implementation of the European Standards and Guidelines.  
We conclude that Portuguese academics have positively ‘welcomed’ the European Standards 
and Guidelines, as other recent studies emphasise (Cardoso, Rosa, & Santos, 2013; Rosa & 
Sarrico, 2012), which somehow contradicts the scenario of resistance and scepticism to quality 
management models stressed by other authors (Harvey, 2006; Newton, 2002). 
Thus, in general, academics consider that the European Standards and Guidelines are 
important for their universities, and believe that they are being implemented by their 
universities, to a certain extent, despite not knowing the standards so well.  
This positive picture can be related to the European as well as the Portuguese legal 
frameworks, and the work of the A3ES, which act as facilitators in the implementation of 
quality assurance policy procedures (Rosa & Amaral, 2014; Sarrico, Veiga, & Amaral, 2013b). 
Another plausible explanation for the positive results may be that the academics less 
committed to the quality management idea may be underrepresented among the respondents 
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to the questionnaire and, consequently, that the academics who answered the questionnaire 
are those who know, or at least are interested in, quality management and quality 
management practices in their universities. 
Nevertheless, there are gaps between the knowledge of academics about the European 
Standards and Guidelines, what they perceive as important for quality management activities 
considered in the standards, and what is actually being implemented in their universities. 
Knowledge of the standards is lower than perceptions of their implementation, and these 
perceptions are lower than the perceptions of their importance. As the literature has been 
showing, the implementation of quality management practices – and of the European 
Standards and Guidelines in particular – is a problematic and complex process in universities 
(Loukkola & Zhang, 2010; Motova & Psykkö, 2012; Rosa & Amaral, 2014; Westerheijden & 
Kohoutek, 2014).  
Still, this situation represents a favourable environment for the development of internal 
quality management systems in Portuguese universities since an implicit acceptance of the 
standards is more relevant than the explicit knowledge of them (Sarrico, Veiga, & Amaral, 
2013a). 
In addition, one can observe that the perceptions of the importance and the implementation 
of the standards vary between different groups of academics. Indeed, academics with different 
disciplinary affiliations tend to have similar perceptions of the importance of the standards but 
different perceptions of their implementation. Academics from private universities have more 
positive opinions of the importance and the implementation of the standards than academics 
from the public sector. Moreover, women seem to consider the standards more important and 
more implemented than men. Academics with a doctorate consider the standards less 
important and less implemented than academics without a doctorate. Finally, the perceptions 
of academics with high levels of involvement in quality management activities are slightly 
more positive, mainly regarding the implementation of the standards, than the perceptions of 
academics with low levels of involvement. 
Important but not entirely satisfactory signs of integration in universities 
In the last stage of our research, we developed a country case study in three “paradigmatic” 
universities, with certified internal quality management systems, and we aimed to understand 
whether the quality management systems of those universities cover their main processes, 
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organisational levels and the different quality management principles; and whether quality 
management is being integrated in their broader governance and management context. 
For this purpose, we interviewed different internal stakeholders: academics, non-academics 
and students; and we analysed internal strategic and quality related documents from the 
universities as well as the external reports from the A3ES. 
Globally, the universities are defining quality management as a strategic area and are 
developing their quality management systems in compliance with national and European 
standards. In this respect, universities have created operational bodies responsible for the 
coordination of their quality management systems, as well as strategic bodies more directly 
linked with strategic management, as previous studies already showed (Cardoso, et al., 2015; 
Tavares, Sin & Amaral, 2015).  
Concerning the processes level, teaching and learning is still the most developed process, as 
emphasised by other studies (Cardoso, Rosa, & Videira, 2015; Loukkola & Zhang, 2010; 
Sursock, 2011). Notwithstanding, the audit model of A3ES which includes all the processes of 
higher education seems to be playing a major role in driving universities to gradually integrate 
research and scholarship, third mission and support processes in their quality management 
systems. 
With regard to the different organisational levels and units of the universities, while the 
definition of the quality management policies follows a top-down logic, being mostly assured 
by top management and governance bodies of the institutions, the procedures for the 
assessment and monitoring of the different processes follow a bottom-up strategy, starting at 
the course level and ending in the institutional level.  
According to the external assessment reports from A3ES, the bottom-up approach enables the 
continuous analysis of the results and the decision making process, and consequently the 
improvement of the different levels of the organisational structure. The analysis of the results 
by different basic units (departments and schools) also enables them to identify the needs for 
improvement or reinforcement of the standards and integrate them in their activity plans. In 
addition, the bottom-up approach, where each organisational level rules and acts on the 
reports which are produced by the previous levels, may mitigate situations which only aim to 
be in conformity with established procedures, and foster a proper reflection on the processes 
under review.  
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Nevertheless, if on the one hand, there seems to be an articulation between the different 
organisational dimensions in the sense that the roles for the different levels (from the course 
to the institutional level) are well defined; on the other hand, the communication between the 
highest and the lowest levels are sometimes difficult. 
With respect to the quality management principles, the principles of customer focus, 
involvement of people, process approach, system approach and mutually beneficial supplier 
relationships are weakly integrated in the quality management systems of the universities. In 
this sense, the quality management systems seem to fail to: meet the customer needs and 
expectations; effectively engage their internal stakeholders; equally integrate their different 
processes; and fully involve the external stakeholders. 
Regarding the integration of quality management in the wider management and governance 
framework of the university, the use of information originating in the quality management 
systems for decision making and the existence of top management representatives in quality 
management structures are very positive factors towards true integration. Still, the very 
existence of separate bodies dedicated to quality management, albeit with people from other 
management bodies, including top management, is an indication of the lack of total 
integration. In addition, the integration is more difficult due to the difficult communication 
between the top management bodies and the other levels of the university. Globally, the 
quality management process is centralised in the top management bodies of universities 
(Cardoso et al., 2015; Sarrico et al., 2013a). 
Furthermore, the discourses of top managers are not always in line with the discourses of 
other academics. The quality management system described by top managers often differs 
from the ones described by the other academics, either because top managers tend to present 
a more positive image about the system, or because the other academics, who are less 
involved in quality management, do not have enough knowledge about the system. In fact, 
academics, students and non-academics highly involved in the quality management system 
tend to know better the system and to have a more positive opinion about it. Thus, a higher 
level of involvement in quality management seems to be linked to a higher level of knowledge 
regarding the quality management system and also a more positive opinion about it, which is 
in line with previous research (Bell & Taylor, 2005; Manatos, Rosa, & Sarrico, 2016; Newton, 




In general, there are not significant differences between the three universities, except for one 
university which stands out negatively in particular aspects and presents an overall 
‘underdeveloped’ quality management system, when compared with the other two, probably 
mostly due to the bad functioning for a long period of time of important bodies for the system 
–  the pedagogic councils. 
Notwithstanding, the three universities present several similarities concerning the levels 
analysed here. We cannot forget that these universities have applied for the certification of 
their quality management systems, and thus had to respond to similar standards and 
dimensions. It is then not surprising that their quality management systems integrate the same 
levels, since most of them are related to the standards and dimensions they must fulfil in order 
to have their quality management systems certified by the A3ES, and benefit from a light-
touch review of their study programmes (Cardoso, Rosa & Videira, 2015).  
Hence, to some extent universities seem to be following the trend for integration of quality 
management in higher education emphasised in the literature (Manatos, Sarrico, & Rosa, 
2015; Rosa & Amaral, 2007; Srikanthan & Dalrymple, 2002, 2007). In this context, the 
European and the national levels are playing and will continue to play a crucial role, as stressed 
by the academics in our interviews and by the literature (ENQA, 2009; Kohoutek & 
Westerheijden, 2014; Rosa & Amaral, 2014; Rosa & Sarrico, 2012; Veiga & Sarrico, 2014). 
However, we would say that, despite the positive signs of integration regarding the different 
processes, organisational levels, quality management principles, and the integration of quality 
management in the global management and governance context of the universities, they still 
have a way to go to reach the full integration. 
A trend towards quality management integration in higher education: strengths and weaknesses  
In sum, our research concludes that there is a trend towards quality management integration 
in higher education, at different levels: i) the literature is developing integrated approaches to 
quality management to a certain extent; ii) the European Standards and Guidelines are 
evolving towards a more integrated approach to quality management, and seem to be 
welcomed by academics; iii) the universities are also developing their quality management 
systems in an integrated manner. Nevertheless, despite a general trend towards integration, 
there is still a way to go before the integration of all the processes of universities, their 
organisational levels, the principles underlying the definition of quality management and, the 
integration of quality management in the broader governance and management context of 
universities. At the processes level, there tends to be a focus in teaching and learning. At the 
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organisational level, the articulation of the different levels is often difficult to achieve. At the 
quality management principles level, there are different principles which are absent in the 
literature, but mainly in the European Standards and Guidelines and in the quality 
management systems of universities, namely the principle of system approach which considers 
the integration of the different processes and an holistic and system approach to quality 
management, and the principle of mutually supplier relationships, which highlight the 
involvement of external stakeholders in the quality management systems of universities.  
Hence, we believe that, the higher education sector, at the European, national and 
institutional levels, must design, plan and implement quality management in view of an 
integrated theoretical framework, as the one proposed in the present research, in order to 
effectively improve the activities of their institutions.  
The need for the integration of quality management should however not be limited to the field 
of higher education.  
Other areas of activity both in the public and private sectors can and should design their 
quality management practices taking into account an integrated approach, which considers 
their different organisational levels, their different ‘processes’ or ‘areas of activity’ and the 
principles of quality management, as indeed the quality management literature has been 
emphasising (Kaynak, 2003; Sousa & Voss, 2002). 
4.2. Emerging dimensions  
From the results of our country case study, one new dimension emerged. In addition to the 
main levels and dimensions comprising our framework of analysis, the different degrees of 
support, acceptance and resistance of universities’ internal stakeholders to quality 
management emerged in almost every interview.  
Although we could not explore, in the present research, the different standpoints of the 
academics and students regarding quality management, we consider that we should, even if 
briefly, address them here, and naturally, further develop an in-depth analysis in future.  
In a way, our research already explored the perceptions of one of the groups of internal 
stakeholders – the academics – particularly regarding the importance and the implementation 
of the European Standards and Guidelines in their universities.  
However, during the interviews, when academics, students and non-academics were being 
questioned about the integration of the quality management systems of their universities, 
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they often went beyond those topics and expressed their views and standpoints regarding the 
systems and the quality management idea, in general. 
Indeed, the idea of quality management in universities tends to raise different degrees of 
acceptance, support and adaptation, which can play an important role in facilitating or 
hampering the implementation of quality management systems in these organisations 
(Cardoso et al., 2013; Newton, 2002). Moreover, the positions of universities’ internal 
stakeholders  are essential for the success of the implementation of the quality management 
systems in universities (Stensaker et al., 2011; Watty, 2006) 
It is thus pertinent to discuss the perceptions of these stakeholders regarding the quality 
management systems of universities, in order to understand their degrees of support, 
adaptation or resistance and how far the perceptions regarding quality management vary 
according to the type of stakeholder, their degree of involvement with quality management 
and their position in the academic hierarchy. 
The perceptions of the academics seem to differ mainly according to their involvement in the 
quality management system. On the one hand, those with low involvement in quality 
management activities tend to have less knowledge and a more pessimistic perception of 
quality management. On the other hand, those more directly involved in the quality 
management system seem to have a deeper knowledge of the quality management system of 
the universities and also a more optimistic view of such activities, as corroborated by the 
literature. It is well known from the literature (Rosa et al., 2006; Stensaker et al., 2011) that 
stakeholders’ involvement in quality management relates to their degree of resistance and/or 
acceptance towards quality management. Hence, the (low or high) involvement in quality 
management activities can influence not only the acceptance, adaptation or resistance to 
quality management but also the level of awareness and knowledge of the quality 
management system in universities. The two seem to be connected, since a low level of 
awareness regarding quality management seems to be related to a more sceptical position.  
The lack of awareness and knowledge of quality management seems to be, in turn, related to a 
gap in the communication between top managers who develop the quality management 
systems and the other academics who deal with them daily (Kleijnen, Dolmans, Willems, & Van 
Hout, 2011), and also to little involvement of academics in the development of quality 
management systems (Cardoso et al., 2013). Furthermore, we believe that the lack of 
knowledge regarding quality management, the gap in the communication between different 
hierarchical levels, and the little involvement of academics, can also explain the misalignment 
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between the discourses of the academics with different hierarchical levels and with different 
involvement levels in the quality management process, which our research already 
highlighted. 
This is an interesting but not surprising conclusion. It is however surprising how, after so many 
years of quality management in universities and so much research on the topic, there is still a 
gap in the communication and information regarding quality management, which potentially 
hampers the implementation of effective quality management systems. It is surprising how 
universities and their management bodies have not yet been able to embed communication 
and information as key elements in effective quality management, which contributes to the 
improvement of the quality of universities and their processes. As stated by Mourad (2013, p. 
361), it is crucial that those responsible for quality management have “the social skills to 
communicate effectively with faculty members and students.”  
These aspects represent some of the motives for the resistance of academics to quality 
management identified in our research. In addition, academics state that they should be 
focused on teaching and research and not on meeting the requirements of the quality 
management system (Newton, 2002). It seems that the academics view quality as “ritualism 
and tokenism” (Newton, 2002). They also consider that quality management activities aim to 
monitor and to control their activities rather than to improve them. In this sense, quality is 
seen as “suspicion of management motives” or “manifestation of managerialist control”, 
monitoring and controlling the academic work and weakening the academic autonomy 
(Cardoso et al., 2013; Harvey, 2006; Newton, 2002). Some academics are also sceptical about 
student surveys as a proper instrument to assess their work, since students are not ‘trained 
assessors’ (Leckey & Neill, 2001; Nasser & Fresko, 2002). 
Nevertheless, while academics express their resistance and highlight the limitations of the 
system, they also seem to “adapt” and “resiliently comply” to the quality management 
systems, meeting their requirements (Newton, 2002; Sousa, Nijs, & Hendriks, 2010). 
Besides academics, students also show resistance, particularly in answering the surveys which 
assess the courses and their lecturers, either because they fear to be penalised, or because 
they do not understand the surveys’ aims and doubt that they will change or improve their 
university and their experience as students, as previous research also indicates (Mourad, 2013; 
Stensaker et al., 2011). The lack of interest to participate in these surveys is also common 
among students. The low participation rates of students are a problem which universities are 
trying to solve, namely by adopting rewarding or penalising measures. In this regard, Mourad 
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(2013, p. 361) argues that “there should be an announcement of the recognition and reward 
system for student participation in quality assurance activities. The reward could be in the 
form of personal development, international exposure, training and support, financial 
payment.” 
Consequently, and like previous research, our study indicates that despite the “rationale of 
providing students with better information on the quality of teaching and learning” behind 
most quality management systems, students seem to be the group with less information 
regarding quality in higher education (Stensaker et al., 2011, p. 479).  
In general, the resistance to quality management systems in universities, mainly from 
academics and students, seems to be mainly related both to a lack of information and to a lack 
of communication regarding the quality management systems among the academics and the 
students with low involvement levels in quality management activities, which the present 
research have already demonstrated. 
The results regarding non-academics also corroborate previous conclusions regarding the 
relationship between the involvement in quality management and a positive perception about 
it. All the non-academics in our research were highly involved in the quality management 
system and they tend to support the quality management systems of their universities, 
consensually perceiving them as “useful” and contributing to the “overall improvement of the 
university.”   
Globally, it seems that the non-academic staff highly involved in the quality management 
systems support them and emphasise their importance. They also seem to be aware of the 
resistance of the academics and the reasons for it as well as of the need of a higher 
involvement, particularly of the students. Notwithstanding, they seem to have a more positive 
perspective regarding, not only the position of academics and students with respect to quality 
management, but also their participation and involvement in the system, than the position 
that academics and students effectively show. 
In line with our main conclusions, which indicate that universities did not achieve the full 
integration of their quality management systems, the conclusions regarding our emerging 
dimension – the different degrees of support, acceptance and resistance of universities’ 
internal stakeholders to quality management – highlight the difficulties in involving, integrating 
and engaging universities’ internal stakeholders in quality management. The presence of the 
principle of ‘involvement of people’ is, then, compromised. As stated above, effective quality 
management integration can only be achieved when all the stakeholders participate in the 
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quality management system and when there is an effective communication between the 
different levels inside universities.  
4.3. Research limitations and implications 
The different stages of our research present some limitations, namely linked to the inherent 
methodological choices. 
The systematic literature review has, from the start, a limitation associated with the 
systematisation process and the range of the research. The a priori definition of a research 
equation, and other inclusion and exclusion criteria, can inadvertently leave out some 
important articles. However, this limitation is part of the systematisation process, which is 
extremely helpful in delimiting the research in accordance with our goals.  
With regard to the content analysis of the European Standards and Guidelines, we had into 
account the older version of the European Standards and Guidelines, which can be considered 
a limitation. However, we believe that the analysis of the new version of the European 
Standards and Guidelines would be particularly fruitful when the standards and guidelines 
have become more consolidated and better researched. Thus, a useful advance would be for 
further work to repeat this study with the new version of the European Standards and 
Guidelines.  
A similar kind of limitation is transversal to the entire research and to its different stages, and 
is related to our framework of analysis. It has specifically to do with the quality management 
principles level. We used the old quality management principles (ISO, 2012) as reference for 
our framework of analysis, since the new ones (ISO, 2015) were not released when we first 
started our research. In this sense, we adopted the old quality management principles in all 
the stages of the research, in order to maintain consistency. However, we did not ignore the 
new principles and, where relevant, we analyse also our results in the light of these new 
principles, even if in a brief manner.  
The survey developed in Portuguese universities in order to understand academics’ 
perceptions on the importance and implementation of the European Standards and Guidelines 
has also limitations, which are mainly related to the methodology itself.  
On the one hand, and despite we can assure the representativeness of the sample considering 
some characteristics of the population, namely gender, research area, sub-sector and 
academic degree, we cannot know who these academics are regarding their level of 
commitment to the issue of quality. For this reason, as explained above, we cannot know 
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whether the academics who answered the questionnaire are those who are more interested 
and involved in quality management activities, which somehow could justify the positive 
scenario regarding the importance and implementation of the European Standards and 
Guidelines in universities. A careful analysis of the results of our case studies and of the 
different degrees of resistance, acceptance and support of quality management by academics, 
which clearly suggest a link between involvement in quality management and positive opinion 
about it, makes us doubly convinced that the academics highly involved in quality 
management are over-represented in the survey. 
On the other hand, surveys are limited in their ability to deeply understand the studied 
phenomenon. Consequently, our study is also limited in identifying the motivations for the 
perceptions of the academics. Nevertheless, the next stage of our research – the country case 
study –, despite not directly addressing the perceptions on the importance and the 
implementation of the European Standards and Guidelines and being limited to three 
universities, also aims to fill the gaps of this study. In this sense, it can help to understand, on 
the one hand, the deeper motivations from academics’ perspectives on quality management in 
a broader sense; and on the other hand, the manner in which quality management is being 
implemented in Portuguese universities. To a certain extent, the brief analysis developed a 
posteriori to the resistance, acceptance or support of the internal stakeholders to quality 
management also fills this gap. 
The last stage of our research has also a major limitation related to the case study approach. A 
case study approach has the advantage of enabling a deep understanding of the studied 
universities, but it cannot be representative of other universities. For this reason, it would be 
interesting to understand what is happening in other Portuguese universities, and indeed in 
universities from other countries, and how their quality management systems are being 
developed. Moreover, it would be interesting to monitor the development of the quality 
management systems of these universities in the next few years, in order to understand the 
breakthroughs and setbacks of the system.  
We also must acknowledge that, although we have included in our research different internal 
stakeholders, with different ‘positions’ and ‘experiences’ in the ‘organisational hierarchy’ and 
in the quality management system, the analysis of the quality management systems and their 
level of integration based on perceptions has necessarily constraints. Although the internal 
documents of the universities as well as the external reports from the A3ES were also 
analysed, the conclusions drawn from here also present limitations, since they are more 
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accurate in determining the quality management policies of the universities than in explaining 
the quality management practices which the universities are actually pursuing and the quality 
management systems which universities are developing and implementing. Consequently, the 
triangulation of different sources of data, methodological strategies and data collection 
techniques are crucial to minimize similar limitations. 
The choice of the three universities, to which we called paradigmatic, for having certified and, 
in principle, better developed and more integrated quality management systems can be 
debatable but can also be justified. On the one hand, if it is true that the certification of a 
quality management system does not have to be directly related to their level of development 
and integration, it is also true that the universities carefully ‘prepare’ their quality 
management systems in accordance to the national quality management models, and normally 
only apply for certification when their quality management systems are sufficiently solid. 
Consequently, we tend to believe that they are in fact well developed quality management 
systems. On the other hand, if it is true that the focus on three universities excludes other 
universities, potentially more interesting, and excludes private universities and universities of 
applied sciences, it is also true that it was never our intent to have a representative sample, 
but rather to develop a narrow and deep analysis of the phenomenon of quality management 
integration in higher education.   
Despite the pitfalls and limitations in the different stages of our research, we believe that 
there are important research implications as well as relevant and original contributions to the 
knowledge about quality management in higher education, and especially about the 
phenomenon of quality management integration inside and outside higher education. 
First of all, one of the main contributions of our research is the proposal of a theoretical 
framework for the study of quality management integration, in higher education, combining 
quality management as a scientific discipline and higher education as the field of application. 
The theoretical framework can be used in future research in higher education but also in other 
areas of activity, in the private sector, but more importantly in the public sector, where 
traditionally quality management has been less developed.  
Second, the systematic literature review around the topic of integration is, as far as we are 
aware, the first study reviewing the level of integration of quality management in higher 
education. We believe that the discussion on the concept of integration could make an 
important contribution to the field of quality management. Quality management could be 
more integrated in the broader management context of organisations in general, and higher 
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education in particular (Sousa & Voss, 2002). In further research, it would be important to 
understand how the literature is evolving and whether the trend towards quality management 
integration tends to consolidate in higher education, and other areas of activity where 
traditionally that has not been the case. 
Third, the content analysis of the European Standards and Guidelines taking into account the 
different levels and dimensions which should, in our perspective, be approached in order to 
reach an integrative and comprehensive view of quality management in higher education, also 
brings something new to the discussion around a crucial reference quality management model 
in the European higher education context. Perceiving and exploring the European Standards 
and Guidelines in the light of the concept of integration can shed light on the model and 
rethink how it can move towards a more integrative quality management model. It would be 
pertinent to monitor the evolution of the standards in this respect in future new versions.  
Fourth, the survey on the importance and implementation of the European Standards and 
Guidelines aims to contribute to a better understanding of the influence of that model in the 
implementation of quality management practices in universities. It allows us to understand 
how academics are reacting to the practices that are established in the standards, and if they 
perceive their universities to be implementing those practices. The results may also be 
important for practitioners developing and implementing quality management policies and 
practices in universities, may give some clues as to which standards need more effort to 
implement in universities, and also determine the groups of stakeholders which deserve a 
special attention regarding their involvement and engagement in the quality management 
practices of universities.  
It would be interesting to apply this survey when the European Standards and Guidelines, as 
well as the national guidelines for quality management, are more consolidated, in order to 
understand whether the perceptions of academics change. In addition, it could be valuable to 
extend the survey to other internal stakeholders: students and non-academic staff and to 
other European countries, developing a comparative study. It would also be interesting to 
carry out a similar survey for the standards and guidelines for the external quality assurance 
(Part 2 of the European Standards and Guidelines). 
This survey together with the case studies further developed may also contribute to a better 
understanding of how quality management systems are being understood and implemented in 
universities and the role that European Standards and Guidelines are playing in the process.  
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Particularly, we believe that our country case study contributes to the discussion of a trend for 
quality management integration, which seems to be characterising universities. Moreover, we 
expect that our results contribute to the development of truly integrated approaches to 
quality management in higher education. We believe that the experience of the studied three 
paradigmatic cases can inform the development of quality management systems in those 
universities where quality management might be less developed. In addition, for the studied 
universities, the identification of possible shortcomings in their quality management systems 
may help them overcome them.  
Indeed, in our view only a quality management system that includes the different processes, 
organisational levels of the universities, the different principles which underline the definition 
of quality management, and which is integrated in the global management and governance of 
universities, can contribute to improve the quality of the universities and their activities in 
general.   
“The implementation of adequate [we would add, integrated, quality management systems] 
(…) by the institutions, in order to continuously improve their quality, rather than being mere 
bureaucratic and costly exercises to meet external performance evaluation exercises imposed 
on them, would have the double benefit of helping the institutions to pursue their chosen 
objectives, and being prepared to meet the requisites of the legitimate accountability exercises 
imposed on them by external stakeholders” (Sarrico, Rosa, Teixeira, & Cardoso, 2010, p. 41).  
The next, relevant and also challenging step would be to empirically analyse whether 
integrated quality management systems in universities are actually contributing for the 
improvement of the universities and their processes. “In general, the question on the actual 
influence of (changes in) quality assurance and quality management at the level of higher 
education institutions on changes (improvements?) in education has not been answered 
definitely.” Moreover, “the methodological problem is that quality assurance never appears in 
isolation, but is always bound to, for many reasons, an inherently rapidly changing context”  
(Westerheijden, Hulpiaub, & Waeytens, 2007, p. 309). In the end, more than planning, 
monitoring, control and assurance, quality management aims at improvement and 
enhancement, and the thorough and careful study of the actual contribution of integrated 
quality management systems for the improvement and enhancement of universities remains 
to be researched (Houston, 2010; Watson & Howarth, 2011).  
Overall, this research aims to inform, on the one hand, institutional practices of universities 
which are developing and implementing their quality management systems; and, on the other 
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hand, the design of policies regarding quality management and the overall management and 
strategy of institutions, which should perceive quality management as part of the strategy of 
institutions and integrate it in their wider management context. 
It would be also interesting to further explore the quality management practices in other 
fields, especially in public services, in order to understand which quality management models 
and systems are being designed and implemented and whether those models and systems are 
integrated ones, which levels and dimensions are being considered, and whether they are 
contributing for the improvement of the quality of the organisations and their processes.  
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